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The followiog sermon was prepared under the pres- 
sure of the many carcs and anxielies connected wilh 
the Apostoiic ofBce, in addition to those incident to Ibs 
Bectorship of a large parish. The author liad not the 
most remot e idea of Publishing il, when il was delivered. 
But at tho earnest solicitation of the clergy then pre- 
scnt, and many of the Laity of his own parish, and of 
reputable strangers who witnesaed the transfer of a pari 
of the Ministry, which the Great Head of the Church 
intruslcd to His Apostles and their successors, he has 
consented to give it to the public at large. He has 
been, so far as poasible, most scrupulously careful to 
avoid ustng any words calculated to irritate or wound 
Christians who hold dinercnt views — but he hopes with- 
out any compromise of the truth. The subject is of 
p vital importance, and concems the eteraal welfare of 

3 the human race. The author has tbus considered il, 

^ and most fully believes, if tbe positioDS adv 

, not be sustained — Christ has left no C 

3* THE EARTH AND NO MINISTRY OF BECONCILI 
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I BELIEVE ONE CaTHOLIC AND APOSTOLIC ChüRCH. 

Jficene Creed. 

from all fal8e dogtrine, her&sy and schism j 
from hardness of heart, and contempt of thy 
word and commandment, 

Good Lord, deliv$e us. 

The Litany* 
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SERMON. 



"AS Mr FATHE8 HATE SEKT ME, ETEN SO SEND I YOU." 

St. ,#«/!«, XX. 21 



Every one who has been a close observer of pass- 
ing evems, must be convinccd that seldom, if ever, has 
liiere been exhibited a tnore anxious spirit of inquiry 
in reference to the true church of Christ, than at the pre- 
sent day. The time has gone by, when man would be 
satisfied with harsh and coarse invectivc, against thoae 
who rejoiced in the possession of an uninterrupted suc- 
cessionoflhepriesthood of which Christ was iheHead, 
and which he established to continue to the end of the 
World. They have grown weary of the continued di- 
visions and countless number of sects which have 
Sprung up, all warring against eacholher; a 
seeking for some resting place, where they 
such agilations, and feel secure under the b 
ige our Saviour made lo His Church, the g- 
skail not prevail against it. Men have enc 
repress this spirit; and have made the mc 
appeals to populär prejudicc ; and under ll 
name of religious freedom, have^in some d< 
back the claims of the Church of Christ. Bi 
I* 
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successful thesc means raay have been in former days, 
tbey are beginning to lose their power, and the Chris- 
tian world highly excited by the wide-spread ruin 
which schism. (Separation from the true Church of 
Christ,) has effected, is anxiously and boldly inquiring 
where and what is the Church of Christ. 

The ruinous idea, that men could associate together, 
and adopt such rules and government for themseives, 
as may suit their tastes, and still be entitled to lay claim 
to be a part of the Church of Christ, is rapidly passing 
away. Men have been convinced, from sad experience 
> of its fallacy, that however well adapted such Organi- 
zation may be to secure their civil comforts, yet they 
have not, and will not answer to promote, either their 
religious comfort or freedom. 

The Saviour has not left his household, the Church, 
to be new-modelled by the ever changing opinions of 
men, or the eternal interests of millions of the human 
race, to be determined by a casting vote. His church is 
not of man's forming — but has been established by him- 
self, and is regulated by weil defined and well estab- 
lished laws. He is the Head and permanent Rufer 
thereof, and although now removeid from sight and 
seated on his Mediatorial throne, yet he governs and 
regulates this Churck, or Kingdom, (as it is frequently 
called,) by his c(5nstitnted agents, to whom he has 
committed thevery same authority which he reeeived 
from his father, and with whom he* has promised to 
to be to the end of the world. 

That this is the case, can easily be ascertained from 
the word of God. Ig it we find that the Church is con- 

*See Mttt», xxvii el*ap., 19 end 20 v. . 
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stantly spohen of as a permanent body, as ono — and 
its continued unity prayed Ibr by (be Saviour, its Head. 
St Paul says, He pvrchased a Cfntrch witn his ow» 
blood. ' This Church so purchased, is called his Body- — 
Hit Spouse — the Bride — t/te Lamb's wife, and Christ 
is the Head of the body, the Church. And again, there 
is one body, and one spirit, euen as ye are called in one 
kope of your calling, one Lord, one faith, one baptism, 
one God and Ftitker of all, who is above all, and tkrovgh 
all and in you all. Such deelaralions at once Bettle 
the point, lhat the Church is not of human Organiza- 
tion, but was estabüshed by Christ himself — thal it can- 
not be altered in any way by man, either on the plea 
of necessity, or of supposed advanlage to be gained. 
Nolhing is left, as you perceife, to men, in reference to 
the Organization of this Kingdom. This hos becn sct- 
tled and permancntly fised by the Saviour' himself. 
They have nolhing to do but bucome subjects of this 
Kingdom, obcy its laws, and promote its interesta. 

It becomes then a queslion of vast importance to as- 
certain — to whom Christ has committed the gorern- 
ment of this Ki ngdom 1 had ihey successon 
are their powers and*duties 1 

Ist. To whom Christ has committed the \ 
of bis Kingdom— the Church. That h 
red the power he received from God Ins ! 
words of the text most fully declare. ,JJs 
kath sent me, even so send I you, Erery 
could be possessed by a mere human being. 
by the Saviour. He was, as the Apostle c 
Head of the body — consequently tbis h« 
transferred, and all the power necessary 1 
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and regulate the body, For if the power to preserve 
and regulate the body be not transferred with the head- 
fihip of the body, the body itself must cease to exist ; 
and of course the Church of Christ comes to an end. 
This cannot be. It must follow then, that as Christ is 
the permanent Ruler and Head of this body now in 
heaven, so are those to whom he transferred this pow- 
er, permanent rulers and heads on the earth, for he 
transferred the earthly power over his Church. *fls 
my Father hath sent me, even so send Iyou. 

The individuals who hold and exercise the office thtrs 
given, may and do change, but the office created has 
not, nor can it change, so long as the body, the church, 
exists, or until the power granted be taken back. But 
the Chureh has, and will exist, until it becomes such a 
Church as Christ designs it to be, and until the gospel 
is proclaimed through it to all the world. For as St, 
Paul declares, Christ also loved the Cfiurch, and gave 
kimselffor it, that he might sanetify and cleanse it with 
the washing of water by the word, that he might present 
it to himself a glörious Church, not kaving spot or wrin- 
Jck) or any such thing; but that it should be holy and 
without blemish. So that you pereeive, the Church 
is to continue untii it becomes a glörious Church, not 
having spot or wrinkle or any such thing. And the 
same Apostle, speaking of the introduetion of the Gen« 
tiles into the Church, says : to the intent that now unto 
the principalities and powers, in heavenly places, might 
be Jcnown by the Church, the manifold wisdom of God. 
It is to continue until the gospel, through the Church, 
tljs preached to every creature. Nor has the power, 
{given by the Saviour) been taken back. On the con* 



trary, it is to continue to the end of tbe world, for our 
Saviour declared to those to whom he gave this pow- 
er, go ye, therefore, and teack alt nalions,baptiiing them 
m the nattu of the Faiher, and of the San, and of the 
Holy Ghost, teaching them to observe all things whatto- 
tver l have cammanded you, and lo! I am vrith you ab 
vxiys, even unto the vnd of the world. But all nations 
have not yet been taught and baptized — and all those 
lo whom Christ gave this power, have died. It follows 
then, that the power is lo exiil until tbisis accomplisb- 
ed, and if so, it must De found in a certain class of 
men, for the promise is made, that the Saviour will be 
with them to the end of the world. 

The question is now fairly presented, to whom was 
this power transferred 1 To none other than the 
Apostles. They were selected by the Saviour to be 
with him, as bis constant attendants and ministers to 
preach the gospel. They had also power to baplize, 
for it is said by St. John, that Jesus himself baptued 
not, but Ais disciples. This was their first Kommission. 
Afterwards they received authority to commcmorate 
our Lord's sacrifice on the cross, when be directed 
them at his last supper, lo do as he had done : that is. 
to bless Ihc elements of bread and wlne 
brance of him. This was their second co 

This was again enlarged prior lo ihe asct 
Saviour. He then declared to them, ihs 
was given to him in heaven and on earth. 
fore none could question or deny his righ 
or delegatc his aulhorily. He therefore 
Apostles, asmy Faiher hath sent me, even s, 
And when he had said this, he breathed o 
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$aüh unto them, reeeive ye the Holy Ghost, tohose soever 
eins ye remit, they ort remitted unto them, and whose so- 
eoer sins ye retain, they are retained. 

In thia transaction they were raised up to the very 
same office which Christ himself held. I mean that 
which belonged to htm in bis human natura as head and 
governor of the Church. They were to supply hia 
place in this respect. Füll power was given to them, 
viz : the elevcn, (for Judas had fallen from bis Apos» 
tleship,) to set in order the things that were wanting 
in the Church, and in short, to do every thing which 
Christ would have done, had hecontinued on the earth. 
And you will observe that the Apostles were admitted 
to the exercise of this power in the very same manner 
in which our Lord entered upon the duties of bis office» 
He did not enter upon bis duties as a public teacher, 
antil the Holy Ghost feil upon him and annointed him 
for the office. Hence St» Paul says, no man taketh 
this honor unto himself, but he that is called of God, as 
was Aaron. So also Christ glorified not himself to be 
tnade a high priest, but he that said unto him, thou art 
my son, to-day have I begotten thee. 

There was an actual and visible setting apart of 
Christ for this office. It was equally so in the case of 
the Apostles. They were not to enter upon the duties 
of the office which Christ bad transferred to them, un- 
til they had received in a füll and open manner, tha 
Holy Ghost. Prior to the ascension of the Saviour f 
they had received the power to act as Apostles, but not 
the gifts necessary to fit them for discharging the duties 
t connected with the office. The former, viz : thepower % 
was given, when Christ breathed on them and said, rc* 
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ceiveye the Holy Ghost — .the latter viz : the gifts, on thö 
day of Pentecost. Hence they were commanded not to 
depart from Jerusalem, but to wait for the promise of the 
Father, which, saith Christ, ye have heard ofme. The 
Holy Ghost had desccnded upon the Saviour at his bap- 
tism, and he declared that the Apostles should also be 
baptized with the Holy Ghost 710/ many days htnce^ 
which took place as I have already remarked. on the 
day of Penteeost. 

Here then we have it most solemnly determined, that 
no man could take such an office upon himself. Christ 
did not do so. He was set apart in an open and visi- 
ble manner by his Father. The Apostles did not do 
so. Their power was enlarged on three different 00 
casions, and each time by the Saviour himself. And 
when they received the füll power which Christ pos- 
sessed, it was done in the most solemn manner, espe- 
cially when the ministerial gifts were bestowed, so that 
every one could at once see, that they had indeed re- 
ceived the promise of the Father — the Holy Ghost« 
They then commence to preach the gospel, and began 
to speak with other tongues, as the spiritgave them ut- 
terance. And to place the power which the Saviour 
transferred to them, beyond all dispute, and that every 
one might recognize the right to rule and govern the 
Church, he further declared to them, 1 appoint unto 
you a kingdom, as my Father hath appointed unto me. 

Here then we have the foundation of the Christian 
Ministry . This solemn transfer of our Saviour's pow- 
er to the Apostles, to govern and rule the Church, was 
the broad seal to their commission to preach the gos- 
pel, and under which they were to go into all the World,- , 
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miracles, and nctually did 90, in no way affecls the ar- 
gument. This was necessary to establish the truth of 
Christi anity, and put to silence the ignorance of fool- 
ish men. But when this power was withdrawn, tbe 
power to act as the representatives of Christ, was not at 
all affectcd, for Christas promise was not limited, but ex« 
tended to the end of the World. 

This promise must have at once satisfied the minds 
of the Apostles, that the office they had received from 
the Saviour, was not to cease— that it was to continue 
until the glad tidings of salvation had been conveyed 
to the ends of the earth. They could not live to this 
period, and therefore all doubt as to their right of trans- 
fer must have been removed from their minds. But 
mistake on this subjeet, was impossible. For they not 
only received the Holy Ghost at the time when the 
Saviour breathed 011 them, and said, reeeive ye the Holy 
Ghost; and also on the day of Pentecost, to fit them 
for the performance of the duties of the office, but the 
Saviour promised to give them the continual influences 
of this same spirit to keep them from doing any act 
which would be wrong, and also to lead them into all 
truth. To direct them not only in preaching the gos- 
pel, but to enable them to make such arrangements, as 
would secure the preaching of the gospel to every crea- 
ture on the earth. 

What then did they do to this end, and what evi- 

dence have we that they transferred their powers X 

One of the very first acts they did after they received 

thß Apostolic office, was to transfer the very same power 

> they had received from Christ. One of their number 

Vfaad fallen from the high position on which Christ had 
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placed him. He had betrayed his Master, and had 
gone to his own place. He had never recei ved the füll 
Apostolic commission, but as St. Peter observed, he 
was numbered with them and obtained part of this min* 
istry. The fall of Judas was in accordance with a pro- 
phecy uttered by David several hundred years prece- 
ding the event, let his häbitalion be desolate, and let no 
man dwell iherein, and his bishophric let another take. 
So that you perceive his fall was foreseen, and at the 
game time a clear direction was given, that his place 
should be supplied. The declaration contained in the 
Psalms must have been long known to the Apostles, 
and allhoügh they may not have had the most remote 
idea of themanner of its application, yet when the event 
took place, no difficulty could have been feit in apply- 
fag it to Judas. That this was the case is evident from 
the address which St. Peter made to the disciples. He 
öt once referred them to the prophecy uttered by Da- 
vid, and applied it to Judas. He stood np in the midst 
of them and said, men and brethren, this scripture must 
needs have been fulfilled, which the Holy Ghost by the 
mouth of David spähe before, concerning Judas, which 
was guide to them that took Jesus. 

They therefore; under the guidance of the Spirtt 
which was to lead them into all truth, appointed two, 
Joseph, called Barsabas, who was surnamed Justus, and 
Matthias. And theyprayed, and said, thou Lord, which 
knowest the hearts of all men, shew whether of these two 
thou hast chosen, that he may iahe part qf this minisity 
and Aposlleship, from which Judas, by transgression, 
feil, that he might go to his own place. And they gave^ 
forth their lots; and the lot feil upon Matthias; and hf 
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was numbered with the elevcn Jlpostles. It is Singular 
tbat the Apostles should have thus acted, unless they 
believed that Christ had given to them the power to 
conti nue the very same offioe, they had received from 
Hirn. And more especially, that they should so soon 
appoint an Apostle in the place of Judas, when there 
was no need to increase their number, if there were to 
be no succession. It seems highly probable that thi» 
subject must have been brought before them by the 
Saviour himself, on those occasions when he had retired 
with them from the multiludes which surrounded him, 
to converse with them, and give them Instructions 
in reference to the Kingdom — the Church, over which 
they were to be placed. This supposition is strength- 
ened by the manner in which it was done. St. Peter 
nientioned it; and referred to the fulfiüment of the oro* 

phecy contained in the Psalms, as at once demaeding of 
them some action, in .refercoce to the vacancy occa- 
sioned by the treachery of Judas, All the Apostles at 
once consented to it. There were no argumenta pre- 
sented by any of their number, either for or against the 
proceeding. Neither is there any evidence toshow that 
they thought the proposition admitted of any doubt qx 
hesitancy on their part. Now, how could this be so, 
unless they fully believed that Christ had given theo» 
the power to give to others the power they had re» 
ceived 1 And unless they had received special Instruc- 
tion? on this subject from himself! He must have 
spoken of the treachery of Judas, and also of the Posi- 
tion which he occupied, and if so, it is reasonable toin- 
fer that he gave them Instructions to supply his place. 
Wot it cannot be supposed for ope rnornept, that the 
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JSaviour would txaqsfer ao great&a öffiee as he'himself 
had received fron» bis Father, to fieeble and sbort- 
sighted men, without giving \bem instryciiaasj as t6 
the niannex in which its. duties were to be per/otorard* 
and more especiaJly, whether it oouid' be tr«ft«fei1red to 
others. 

But they could pol err ia a matter wbie& wouid 
ever after give cbaraoteir to !the g(w4r»ip«»t of ihd 
Ch»rch/Qf Christ* The Spirit pf Christ had been pw>- 
rnised to guide them intoqll frutk, a*)d totoep tfcem 
ironi evcry error in discbar^iog tbeir ofi^Gial-duties. If 
tbis be not adruitted, and thisact of-the^Appsites conf id- 
ered as unauthorized, we, rpust cor^e ^eessarily to these 
t wo conclusions— that there cannot io inoplioit reliance 
pl^ced upon^onyos^of their acts — ajid.neyt, tbat St 
Luke, the writer of the " Acts of the Apoptles," could 
not have written under the, Inspiration of thß Spirit, or 
be never would have recorded an uawa^ran table act, 
and palmed it offpn the Christian world, as autborized. 
It was bis duty to have mentioned tbat the Apostles 
acted unadvisedly, and that they had no rigbt to traoi* 
fer the authority which they had received fr^jn tbe Sa- 
viour* For his silence and of course bis implied recog- 
nition of tbis act as authorized, has led to tbe conti»* 
uation of this very office, with all its ordinary power«, 
from that tirnc down to the present hour« as you will 
hereafter see. 

But this cannot be, Few persons are willing to re« 

Ject the " Acts of tbe Apostles/ 9 and therefore, they 

tnust recognizo the transfer of the Apostolip authority 

to Matthies. If $o, the position is estaWisbed, that the 

Apostles had successors. For if the power «receiv*. 

2* 
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from Christ, be rightly transferred to oke, it i* righi- 
Jy transferred to otheN, for the Saviour fixed wo 
ÄmUi bat expresrty promised to be whh thdr strccetf- 
soralo theend of the worhl, whicfc promistf, as I have 
already ot*cr*ed, 19 a clewr intimation tbat the oflfce 

- was to contioue* 

In addtticm («f thte, w e fiml tliat wlietr itio ttofy ti\iosi 
was gi*eii to the Aposttes, 011 the day of Pentecost, to 
qoalify them for dischargrng the duties of the officä 
they had Teeeived from Christ, prior to Iris ascension, 
Matthias Was cqoally hdnored. This was the distinct 
recognition of the right to transfer their office. Fov 
minbterial gtffs were given to Matthias, precisely as 
they were glven to the other Apostles, and this would 
not have heen the case unless miriisterial power had 
been equ&lty conrerred. • ' 

After thfs, he was numbered with the öther Apos- 
tfes, and spölenr of precisely as they Were.when thet 
spake with other tongües, as the spiritga've them vtter- 
ance. But Peter standing up with the eleven, lified up 
kis voictand Said vnto them, tyc. Again, Matthias is 
numbered with the twelve, sometime preceding the 
conversion of St. Paa^ as we find in the sfxth chapte'r 
of the Acts of the ApostPes. Then the twelve called 
the muUüude öf the discipfes unto them, t n&said, it 7V 
not reason thatwt should leave the vcord'of God'anit 
serve tables. 

Nor canit bfc supposed thai Matlhias : .was only or- 

. dained to be a witness with the Apostles, 1 , oRhfc resu*- 

*• . rection. If this had beeh the cttse, ttiat he was only to 

rbe a witness. and riothinff mdre: thbro*was'no nccd *b 

Jrdain -him; '"Fot;'adcordmgid fhe stateitiefttof üh 



Peter, he had accompvnied wiih them M the time that 
ihe Loiil Jesus went in and. out dthortg. (htfn* ßesideö, 
Sf; Paul himselfi in hiä first tfpistle to the Gorinthians, 
humbets Matthins arrrongst Ihe tfwisLVK, and abostatete 
that sevefal hündffcd were wiifiesses of Christa res»! 4 « 
tection, who hever wdre Apdsttes; Prcfvingf mosf eon a 
düSivelyi t'hät the mete fadt of having seen Christ af* 
•rel* he rose from the dead, coüld rtot have beeh tha cm- 
ly reason vvhy Matthias Was raiscd to the Apostlesfeip. 
\Speaking of Christ, he says, he was buried, and rose 
ctgain the thirdday, according to the Script ures, and www 
seen of Cephas, then of (he twelve, öfter that he was 
ie.cn of itbovc fiw hundred brctliren at once ; (f whom the 
greatcr part irmain utäo this present, bitt somcare falt- 
en asleep. After that, hc was seen of James ; then of 
all tkc Jlpostlcs. Jlnd last ofall. he toas seen of me, also, 
'as ofone born out of due time. St. Paul, therefore, re- 
cognizes Matthias as a true Apostle, as having been 
properly set apart for that office, and if so, the Apos- 
tles had, and were to have, successors. 

This, however, is not the only instance rccorded in 
ihe scriptures. St. Paul, who was callcd to the Apos« 
tleship by the Saviour, and cxercised ihe same power 
which had been given to the other Apostles, also trans- 
ferred the office hetiad received. He placed Timothy 
as Apöslle over the Chürch at Ephesus, and Titas over 
the' Church in Crete* They had suprerrte authortty to 
rufe and govern the Church, and also, tö söt apä*t Bl- 
ders and Deacons — inferior and subordinate Ministers. 
So that "we arrive at another point, viz : that the Apds - 
: ioXÜ office wm not onfy to continuc in the Church ; l* ^ 
was to be supreme. Thsre was rio Girier mirnstrj •' 
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Christ, as I havc already ahowp ; all power was cew» 

« 

tered io them ; yet they, by tbe gutdance of the Spirit, 
transferred thcir office to others, and also crcatcd infcr 
xipr grades in tbe Miqistry, with limited power«, de- 
riving those powers directly from themsdves. 

Tbat St. Faul transferred tbe office he received fror» 

,•• the Savipur, to Timothy, and gave htm superior pow- 
/er and control over the Eiders and Deacons, all must 
ad mit who are familiär with tbe word of God. But I 
proceed to the proof. St. Paul says, the charge that 1 
cpmtnti unto thee t son Timothy, that thqu mayest know how 
thou oughtest to behaue thysclf in the house of God, which 
is the Church of the lloing God, the pillar and ground of 
the Truth. The Aposilc places him over tbe Church 
atEphesus r and gives him the power to ordain Eldcrs 
and Deacons in the Churches, as is evident from bis In- 
structions to him. The things that thou hast heard of 
me among many witnesscs, the same commit Täou to 
faithful men, who shall be alle to Leach others also* And 
to guide him in the Performance of this duty, describes, 
at length, the qualificalions that all sbould have, to be 
fitted for these offices. He says,* a bishop (the naroe 

f then given to the second grade in the ministry ; the 
highest grade being designated by the term Apostle,) 
mußt be blqmeless, the husband of one wife, vigilant, so- 
ber > of good behaviour, given to hospüality, apt to teach, 
fiot given to wine, no sinker, not greedy ofßlthy lucre, 
but patient, not a brawler, not covetous, one that ruleth 
well hü own house, having his children in subjection with 
'« ßü granity { For if a man know not how to ruh hü 
\W)n house, how shall he takecart of the Church of God») 

/ UTim., Hic!jap„fro» v.S. , - 
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JVot a nouice, lest, beiiig lifted up with pride, he fall into 
condemnation of the devil. Moreooer, he must have a 
good report of them who are without ; lest he fall into 
reproach and the snare of the devil. Likcwise must the 
deacons be grave, not double tongued, not given to much 
ißine, not greedp offillhy lucre : holding the myslery of 
thefaith in a pure conscience. And let lliese, also,ßrst 
be proved ; then let them use the ojfice of a deacon, being 
found blameless. Even so must their wives be grave, 
not slanderers, sober,.faithful in all things. Let the 
deacons be the husbands of one wife, ruling their children 
and their own houses well, For they tliat have used the 
aßce of ' a deacon well, purchase to themseloes a good de- 
gree, and great boldness in the faith which is in Christ 
Jesus. The Ordination of bolb ISishops (or Eidurs) nnd 
Deacons was committed enlirely lo Timothy, for the 
Aposile furlher writes to him, lay hands suddenly on 
no man. That Ihese officcs were parls of the Ministry 
which Christ gave to the Apostles and their successors, 
none can doubt, when ihey remember Ihe charge which 
St. Paul gives to ihe Eiders of the Church at Ephosus, 
prior to the placing of Timothy over if>» m na *l»»ii> 
Apostle. In this chnrge thcy are address 
(not Laymen) as you will hereafier seo. 
Deacons were also clothed with minister!; 
limited dcgree is evident, from the fact, 
phea, and St. Philip, bolh Deacons, preac 
latter baptized as wc learn front the Acts 
tles. Then Phiäp wenl down to Ute city 
and preached Christ unto them. When 
Philip preaching the things concernmg Hu. 
GW, and the name of Jesus Christ, they u 
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both men and warnen. And that this office was greatly 
inferior to the Apostolic office which Timothy held, is 
evident from the fact, that two of the Apostles were 
sent, viz : St. Peter and St. John, to Samaria, who when 
they were come down proyed for them, that they might 
receive the Holy Ghast [for as yet he was not fallen upon 
any of them ; only they were baptized in the name of the 
Lord Jesus) then laid they tfieir hands on them f and 
they received the Holy Ghost. 

But the power of Ordination was not the only power 
which Timothy received from St. Paul, which proves 
lhat Timothy sueeeeded to the Apostlesbip, and wasof 
course superior in point of office to the Eiders and 
Deacons, but he had also the power to hear charges 
against the Ministers over whom he was placed, and 
of course give his opinion asto their guilt or innocence, 
and not only so, but to rebuke them before the church, 
if found guilty. St. Paul says, against an Eider re- 
ceive not an aecusalion, but before two or three tvitnesses. 
Them that sin, rebuke befolge all, that olhers may fear. 
And in reference to certain doctrines that were taught 
at Ephesus, he informs Timothy of them, and teils hihi 
to charge some that they teach no other doctrine, than 
that which St. Paul himself had made known to them. 

But the proof is still stronger that Timothy sueeeed- 
ed to the Aposlleship, and that this office was superior 
to all others. If we now refer to St. PauPs charge to 
the Eiders that were settled at Ephesus, prior to the 
time when Timothy was placed över them as their 
Aposlle, or as their Bishop, (as the individuals who 
, : gueeeeded to the office were so called, as I shall here- 
i. * ! ^pfter prove,) we will find that no power of Ordination 
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was given to them, nor any power over ono anotber. 
St. Paul's chargc to ilio Eiders of Ephesus, ia conlained 
in Uio 20th chapter of the Acts of (he Aposlles. He 
snys, take heed therefore unlo yourselves, and to alt the 

flock over wkich the Holy Ghost hath made you ooerseert, 
tofeed the Church of God, which he halft purchased uritii 
bis own blood. For I know this, that öfter my drparting, 
shall grieuous wolves enter in among you not sparing the 

flock. Also ofyour own selves shall men arise, tpeaking 
peruerse things to draw away diseiphs after them. How 
difierent this charge is from lhat which tlie same Apos- 
lle gave to Timothy when he conferred upon him the 
Aposlleship, and placed him over the Churches at 
Ephesus. The Eldcrs arc addressed as a body, and 
those duties only enjoined upon them that relate to the 
exercise of the Pastoral offico : such as feeding the 
Church, lhat is, nourishing the members with the bread 
of life. And in addilion, to be watnhful over them- 
selves, lest some migbt be led away from the faith, 
spe^king perverse Ihings. But in bis address to Timo- 
thy, he speaks to him indbidually — grants to him the 
power of Ordination — gives to him the po""" - '" *J™!«- 
ister diseipline — to rebuke those who mig 
verse ihings, and places ihm over all thi 
were at Ephesus. 

We have then another instance in whi 
tles imparted to others the very same righ 
which Christ had given to them, and whi e 
the Apostolic office was to continue to th 
world, in aecordance with the declaratio 
viour : hl I am with you always, even u, 
the uorld. 
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The next instance I would notice, to prove that the 
• ' Apostles impartcd their office to others, is that of Ti- 
tui, who was placed over the Church in Crete by St. 
Paul, as their Apostle or Bishop. He says, to Titus 
mine own son, öfter the common faith, grace, mercy and 
peace,fronb God the Falher, and the Lord Jesus Christ 
our Saoiour* For this cause left I thee in Crete, that 
thou shouldest set in order the things that are wanling, 
and ordain eiders in every city, as 1 had appointed thee, 
You nodoubt, are familiär with the fact, that there wero 
one hundred cities in the Island of Crete, and yet St 
Paul gives the charge of every Church to Titus. And 
he gave him not only the power of Ordination, but also 
of removal from the Church, of all who had departed 
from the faith. A man that is a herctic, after the first 
and sccond admonition, reject, knowing that he that is 
such, is subuerled, and sinneth, bei?ig condemned of him- 
self. These are powers which were never given to any 
but Apostles. The Eiders never exercised any super- 
vision one over another. But Titus had both these 
powers conferred upon him by the Apostle Paul. Of 
course he must have been superior to the Eiders, and, 
if so, it proves conclusively that he received the very 
same powers and rights that the Apostles received 
from the Saviour himself. I might also mention the 
fact that Barnabas was raised to the Apostleship, as we 
find in the 14th chapter of the Acts of the Apostles. 

Here it raay not be out of place to mention that some 

have supposed that the power of Ordination was also 

exercised by the Eiders, and if so, it would in a great 

j* degree do away with the necessity for the continuance 

lof the Apostolic office. That it was only an office 
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' created for specific and limited purposes. The passage 
of scripture relied on to sustain this poaition, is found 
in the first epistle to Timothy! and is in these words, 
jSfeglect not the gift that is in thee, which was given thee 
by prophecy, with the laying on qf the hands of the pres- 
bytery. Even if it be admitted that this passage sus- 
tained the position advanced, and that Tionothy was 
ordained by the Irving on of the hands of the presby- 
tery, it by no means follows, that therefore there.was 
no differenee between the Apostles and Eiders. For 
you will remeraber in his second epistle to Timothy, 
St Paul says, wherefort Iput thee in remembrance that 
tkau stir up the gift. of God which is in thee, by the 
pütting on op my hands. So that you perceive that 
St» Faul, an Aposlle, was present, and was the ordain- 
er, and that the presbytery only signified their assent 
to the act by the laying on of their hands, as they do 
in oar own. Church at the present day. , But it is con- 
ceded by the most learned men among those who deny 
the continuance of the Apostolic office in the Chureh, 
that the word "presbytery," as used by the Apostle, 
means the office to which Timothy was ordained, and 
not the persons who ordained him. So that the pas- 
sage would read, with the laying on of hands, to con- 
fer the presbytery, or presbytership, or clerical office, 
:Such is the opinkn* of Jerome and Ambrose, eariy 
fathers in the Church, who hold to the Apostolic, suo- 
session, and of Calvin and Grotius, who differ— the for- 
oaer, however, viz: Calvin, on the plea of necessity, as 
he could not receive the Apostolic ministry, from cir- 
cumstances said by him to be beyond his control. 
But the scripture argument going to prove that the 
3 
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Apostolic office was to contmue and did continue in the 
Church, is not yet exhausted. They contain evidenee 
of the facl, recorded when all the Apostles, with one 
exception, had laid down their lives, as witnesses to the 
truth and power of the Gospel of the Son of God. This 
evidenee is to be found in the book of the Revelations 
of St John. The seven Churches of Asia were ad- 
dressed by the Saviour, through him. The epistles 
are directed to the Angels of those Chtwches. And 
it will be no difficult matter to prove that these were 
the Apostles or Bishops of those Churches. In the 
^ epistle, to the Angel of the Church at Ephesus, we 

have these words. Unto the Angel of the Church at 
Ephesus write, I kiiow thy works, and thy labor, and thy 
patience, and haw ihou canst not bear ihem which are 
evtl; and thou hast tried thern, which say they are Jlpos- 
tles y and are not, and hast found them liars, 8fc. This 
epistle was written in the year 96, and of coorse tbere 
must have been many Pastors or Eiders over the Cfeuiv 
ches at that Urne, for there were several when St. 
Paul sent for them to meet him at Miletus, and also 
when Timothy was placed over them in the year 65. 
And we cannot but conclude that many Eiders and De*» 
cons, (the inferior ministers as I have already shown) 
were added to the nümber by Timothy himself, as St. 
Paul had fully set before him, the qualifications such 
ministers should have. But the epistte was directed 
to the Angel of the Church at Ephesus. He was coro- 
[ ' rneoded for what waä good, and reproved for that 

\ which was evil in the Churches» If, however, he was 

..; not the chief officer, why should he be thus addressed ? 
\. x, i Why ehould the Eiders and Deacons, the Paston; of 
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tbc Churcbes, be overlookedt The only reason that 
can be given is, that the Anoel was the Ijfishop of the 
Church, ajad he was held accountable for their conduct, 
and waseither conwnended or reproved, as it was proper 
or improper. And you will observe that the Angel is 
particularly commended, for having tritd them whick 
say they are Jlpostles, and are not, and hathfound them 
liars. But how could this be done, if he were not an 
AposÜe hi ansei f? Gr why should he try and examine 
the pretensions of impostors, if he had been persuaded 
that the Apostolic offioe was to be limited to those 
originally appointed, and were not tohave successors? 
It is at once. a di stiftet admission that at that time, in 
the year 96, there were true Apostles, who had suc- 
ceeded to the office originally given by the Saviour, to 
the eleven, when he breathed on them and said, receive 
ye the Holy Qhost y as tny Fat her hath sent me, even so 
send I you. If not, why try any one who pretended 
that he had received such an office 1 

But there are other considerations going to show ihe 
continuance of the Apostolic office, and that it was su- 
preme and to continue so. " The churches are only 
called in the epistles, candlesticks-^-the Ajsgels are 
resembled to stars, which give light to the candlesticks* 
Which, as has beon observed, is a very fit emblem of 
those who succeeded in the place of the Apostles, whom 
our Lord calls the light of the world, and resembles to 
candles, which being put into candlesticks, give light to 
all in the house. They are also called, as I have re- 
marked, stars, and the same title. is given to our Lord 
bimself, who is the great light of the World. In addi- 
tion to this, the terra Angejlt is never given to any but i 
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such as are placed in somc high office and dignity un- 
der God. The Angeis of God are the blessed spirits, 
who always live in his presence, and execute bis com- 
mands. The Jews called their High Priest by tht» 
name, because they looked on him as the messenger of 
God to them." It is not then an uncommon mode of 
addressing those in authority ; and the evidence before 
us is sufficient to prove that this name was applied to 
none other than the Apostles who had been placed over 
the Churches addressed by St. John. This, as I have 
remarked, brings us down to the year 96. 
\ But we have strong human testimony in reference to 
tnis point, which at once settles the question as to the 
ioffice (which the persons addressed as Angels,) then 
held. And it is evidence which cannot be denied; for 
we rely upoh it with other testimony to prove the ca- 
non of Scripture. If it be rejected, we may at once 
give up the word of God and throw ourselves into the 
hands of infidels. Ignatius, who suffered martyrdom 
about the tenth year of Trojan, which was only four 
years after the death of St. John the Apostle — at which 
time Ignatius had been forty years the Bishop of Anti- 
och, teils us who was the Bishop addressed by St. John. 
And it is important here to leorn, that Ignatius was 
made Bishop of Antioch by St. Peter to fiJl the vacan- 
cy occasioned by the death of Evodius. In his epistle 
to the Ephesians, he speaks " of Onesimus, their Bish- 
op, and exborts all of them, presbyters and deacons, 
arid private Citizens, to obey him," Here, then, we 
have the testimony of one who had conversed withsome 
of the Apösties, and nrmst have been fully acquainted 
with their views in reference to the ministry and gov- 



ernment of ihe Church. He himself, as I remarked, 
had receivcd the Apostolic office Crom ihe fiands of St, 
Peter. He teils us that Onesimus was at that time, 
viz : ihe period when St. John wrote hisepistle to the 
Church at Ephesus, their Bishop, the chief officer in 
the Church. And not only so, but he confirms the Po- 
sition already advanced, that tliere were inferior grades 
in the ministry — ptesbyiers and deacona, and exhorts 
them lo obey their Bishop. So that the proof is fuil.' 
and ought to be conclusive, that the Apostolic office 
was to continue in the Church and always to be su- 
preme. 

The proof, however, does not stop here. The testi- 
raony is equally clear that Pol ycarp, who was cotem- ' 
porary wiih Ignalius, and the fellow disciple of St/ * 
John, was, at this time, the Bishop of Sinyrna, one of 
the Churches addressed/' The epistle is directcd to 
bim as ihe Angel, And if so, why may we not infer 
that the epistles werc directcd to the other Churches 
in the samc manner. To the Angel of each, viz : their 
BUhop. Ignatius speaks of Polycarp as the Bishop of 
Smyrna, "and exhorts all the Church, pre= hff, * ,ra «"• 
deacons, as well as laymen, to be obedie 
And Irenseus, who was Polycarp's disciple 
that Polycarp was ordained Bishop of Sm; 
Aposlles. This testimony wc cannot rejt 
early Fathers were competent and credib 
offacts, although their npinions are only to 
the opinions of fallible men . If their testim 
08 I have already observed, is rejected, it i: 
to prove that the book which we call th< 
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which we prize as thc gratt chart given tq us of God 
to guide us in our voyage through lifo, iß true. 

I have thus brought beforo ycu the evidence going 
to show raost clearly, that the Apostles bad successors ; 
and that tbe office which they held, was to be given by 
those who had receiycd it from them, down through 
the different periods of the Church. And also, that 
this office was to be supreme and the individuals to 
whom it was committed, to have the power to rule and 
govern the Church. In all this perjod, there is no in r 
stance to be found of any one who officiated in holy 
things without having their commission from them ; 
and we find, that the ministry consisted of three grades, 
as it did in the Church under the old dispensation, bish- 
ops, presbyters or eiders, and deacons. 

And here it is proper to remark. that although the 
Apostolic office was to continue, and has continued, as 
I shall show, without one pingle link being broken in the 
? chain which connects it to the Great Head of the 
* Church, Jesus Christ, yet the pame Apostle has been 
confined. to the. first rulers in the Church, that is the 
Apostolic age. After this age, as we learn from Theo- 
doret, one of the Fathers, the term Bishop was taken 
from the second order of ministers and appropriated 
to. the first. All. therefo.re, that is said of Bishops in 
the New Testament, is to be regarded as belonging to 
the middle grade, who were then, and are now, desig- 
nated by the term eider or presbyter. The hisrhcst 
brder in the Scriptures, i^ called by the word Apostle» 
but it is now and. has beeri since the Apostolic age, de- 
.; signated by the term Bishop. Thp name, however, is 
\ ti^ nothing — it is the Office we are examining, and thus far, 
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>ve tbink, we have sbown that il was to continue In tbe 
rChurch, and also as superior to tbe other Orders of tbe 
ministry, 

If, howevcr, it is urgtfd that an equality of ministry 
was established by the. (Sreat Head of tbe Cburclv — 
that all wjere to be cousidered equal in .point of min- 
isterial rights, sach as is held by Presbyterians, Con- 
gregationalists and Baptists,* and that there was to be 
no Apostolic succession — is it not stränge thatitshpuld 
have been considered so unfitted for tbe Church öf 
Christ as to be banished from it before the close of the 
first centory ? There is not a trace of it to be found. 
During all this period, Ihave proved from the Scrip- 
tures and from unquestionable buman lestimony, that 
the Apostolic office was transferred from one to anoth- 
«r, and that it was supreme. That there werc inferi- 
or grades in the ministry — presbyters and deacons, 
And how could such an office as was held by the Apos„ 
tles, and aflerwards by the Bishops, their successors, 
ever arise in the Church, >vithout it had been fully 
sanctioned by the Great Head of the Church. It is im- 

. *The Melhodiets do not hold to an eauality of mlnisteriul rights. But yot tbelr 
governmentis Presbytcrian, astheministerial office is conveyed by presbytcs. The 
highest grade is catleü tiy Die terui Bishop, but Uiey have not the Apostolic succes- 
sion. Tfce Uev. John Wesley, their founder, was only a presbyterof the Church 1 

of England. But in endeavoring to excite a greater degree of religtous feeling iu / 

the Church of which he wob a member, he ted htsfbllowers firrther than he- ever *' 

intended or dceired. He dled, as be himself dcclared, a member of the Church < 

ovEnokand. But he Uved loog'enongh to tiefe the danger of ever dcpnrting from ' •] 

the established laws of Chrisi's bouse, his Church. His followcrs not only Jeft ' 

tfie Chuxeh, but Börne assumed tbe title of Bwnop. To whom he thus writea — tbe 
letter is written to Mr. As.b'iry. "In one point, niy dear brother, I amlittle afraid j 

hoth the Doctor (Coke) and you differ from ine. I study to be littlo, you study to '• 

be'grcat; I creep, you strut along. I found a school, you a College! Nay, and • 

«Ul it'after your oyvn nanjes! 'Obeware! Do notseck to bosomething! Let me ' 

be hofhhig, and Christ be all in all. One instance of this your greatness, has giv- 
en nie grcat Concern, Uqw cau you, how dare you suffer yourself to be calleda 
Bishop. I shudtler;T start at the very thought. Men may call nie a knave, or a 




He recognized, as you pereeive, the necessity for "th* BMops" to transfer such 
an office^ lul U*ey alone were the •uoceasors- of tle Aposiles. * . . I 
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possible. Men arc (oo jealous of their rights ever to 
have yiüldcd to such an assumption of power without 
astruggle. And if so, where h the evidence of any 
Opposition on their part ? The word of God is silent — 
all history is silent. And who could have been the 
usurper t We might as well expect lhat history woold 
be silent in reference to our own civil revolution, as to 
cxpect sllence in so remarkable and complete an eccle- 
siastical revolution as must have takcn place when 
Bishops were made the supreme rulers of the Church. 
It cannot be. 

But, I ask your attention a littlc longer, to the evi- 
dence which is furnished from the early records of the 
Church, to prove that the Apostles had successors, vhz: 
the Bishops, and lhat this succession was preserved in 
all the Churchcs of which we have any account. I 
quote ogain from Ignatius, of whom we have spoken, 
nnd who had been the Bishop of Antioch thirty-six 
years, when St. John died. In his epistles, which are 
now to be found entire, and which were written a short 
time before his martyrdom, there is scarcely any duty 
so earnestly pressed, and so often inculcated, as that 
private Christians should be obedient to their pastors, 
and the prcsbyters and deacons to their Bishops. 

In his epistle to the Magnesians, he writes, " seeing 

then I have been judged worthy to see you, by Da- 

.mas, your most excellent Bishop ; and by your very 

worthy Presbyters, Bassus and Apollonius, and by 

my fellow servant Sotio, the Deacon, in whom I re- 

joice, forasmuch as he is subject unto his Bishop as 

V to the grace of God, and to the presbytery as to the 

*} law of Jesus Christ ; I deterniined to write unto you. 



Wherefore it will beeome you also not to use your 
Bishop loo familiarly npon the accoünt of his youth, 
but to yietd allreTerence to him according to i he pow- 
er of God ihe Fallier ; as also I perceivc that yoor 
holy presbylers do ; not considering bis age, which 
indeed to appearance, is young, but as becomes ihose 
who are" prudent in God, submitting to him, or rather 
not to him, but to thc Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
the Bishop of us all." Again, he says : " I exhorl you 
that ye study to do all things in a divine concord ; 
your Bishop presiding in the place of God, your pres- 
byters in the place of the Council of the Apostles ; 
and your deacons most dear to me, being intrusled 
with the ministry of Jesus Christ." And in his epis- 
tle to the Philadelphians, he says: " But the Spirit 
spähe, saying in this wise ; do nothing wilhout the 
Bishop ; keep your bodies as the temples of God ; love 
unity ; flee disunion ; be ihe followers of Christ, as he 
was of his Father. I, therefore, did as became mo, as 
a man composed to unity. For where thcrc is divi- 
sion and wralh, God dwelleth not. But the-Loid for- 
gives all that repent, if they return to ihe unity of Gcd, 
and to the council of the Bishop." Again, in his epis- 
tle to the Trallians, he says : " Lct noll 
means be done without thc Bishop, evci 
practice — subject yourselves to the coNef 
ters, as to thc Aposlles of Jesus Chris! 
deacons, who are the mystery of Jesus ' 
to ptease all men, for they are not deaci 
and drinks, but ministers of God's Chore 
his cpistle to thc Ephesians, he says : " 
be deeeived ; whoever is without the al 
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ved of the bread of God. Let ua befwjire of Oppostng 
the Bishop, that we may be subject to God." And 
again, hc speaks of Bishops settled to the $nds pf the 
world. And in his epistle to the Church of Smyrna, 
he says : " Let no man do any tbing which concerns 
the Church, without the Bishop. Let that eueharis* 
be aecounted valid, which is ordered by ihe Bishop, 
or onc whom he appoints. Where the Bishop appears, 
there let the people be, even as where Christ is, there 
is the Catholio Church. Without the Biahop, it is nei- 
ther lawful to baptize, nor to celebrate the feast of 
charity, but that which he approves, is well pleasing 
to God." And again : "It is well tp knovv God, and 
the Bishop. He that knows the Bishop, is honored of 
God." 

I have thus presented a small part of the evidence 
which this Father and martyr, furnishes. This testi- 
mony must be considered valuable, inasmuch as he 
had many opportunitiqte of seeing and conversing with 
some of the Apostles of our blessqd Lord, especially 
with St. .Peter and St* John. You will pereeive that 
he insists upon the fact, that the Bishop is Supreme as 
it regards power and rights in the Church. Nor does 
he do (his, as if any one disputed it, or suppqsed that 
any other arrangement could be proper in the Church. 
He mentions it as a thing acknowledged by all. And 
you also find that he constantly speaks of the other Or- 
ders in ihe ministry, presbyters and deacons, as inferi- 
or to the Bishop. Npw, how such testimony could 
be given. and such an arrangement, always insisted up- 
v on, without it was in aecordance with the views of 
\ the Apostles, who were guided by the Spirit of God, 
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and with whose views Ignatios must have been fully 
acquainted, I am at a ioss to know. 

But, I pass to tbe next witness, Ireneeus, who was 
tbe disciple of Polycarp, Bishop of Smyrna. Irenseus 
was first a presbyter, and afterwards the Bishop of 
Lyons« He makes the succession of Bishops an argu- 
ment against the heretics, who crept into the Church 
in that age, and propounds it a& the surest way to or- 
thodoxy in the ebrisliah faxth, to follow those who de» 
soended in a direct line of succession frotn the Apos- 
tles. . V We, he says, cän reckon up those whom the 
Apostlas ordained to be Bishops in the several Church- 
es, and who the,j& were'that succeeded thqm down to 
our time. And : bad the Apostles known any hidden 
my6teries whieh they irnparted to none but the per- 
feot, (as the heretics pretend,) they would have cora- 
mitted tbemto those :men, to whom they^ committed 
the Churches themselves ; for they desired to have 
those in all things perfeet and unreprovable, whom they 
Jeft to be iheir successors, and to whom they commit- 
ted their own Apostolic aüthority." He theo adds, 
" that because it would be endless to enumerate the 
succession of Bishops in all the Churches, he would ia- 
stance in that of Rome," In which he teils us, that 
Linus was ordained the first Bishop by St.- Peter and 
St Paul» The next was Anacletus, after him Clem- 
ens, and so on to Eleutherius, who was the twelfth 
from the Apostles, and filled the Episcopal chair when 
Irenaeus wrote. 

Here is testimony füll and complete, from one who 
Was the disciple of Polycarp, and must have often heard 
the latter speak, of the Apostles,. and the mode prescri- 
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bed by them, for the goverwnent of the Church. It ig 
in itself conclusive. For Irenieus not only asserts the 
fact that the Bishops were the successors of the Apos- 
tles, but also that he had at that time a correct list of 
all who had succeeded to that office in all the Churches 
from the time in which the Apostles lived, down to his 
own day. 
('(\ I also quote from the writings of Hegesippus, who 

/•*•>-■', Jived at the same time with Irenaeus, who traveled 
through a great part of the world on purpose to leara 
the doctrine and tradition, left by the Apostles in the 
Churches which they founded. He says, (4 he had con- 
versed with many Bishops, and received the same doc- 
trine from them all. One of these, whom he mentions 
by name, was Primus, Bishop of Corinth. Another was 
Anicetus, whom he found Bishop of Rome on his arri- 
val there, at which time Eleutherius was his deacon. 
After Anicelus, Soter was Bishop of Rome, and Soter 
was succeeded by Eleutherius. Hc also states, that 
Simeon, the son of Cleophas, being of our Lord's fami- 
]y, succeeded James in the Bishopric of Jerusalem. 
And in every succession, he says, and in every city, 

' the same doctrine is received, which was taught by the 

\ law, the prophets, and oür Lord." 

Here then we have Irenasus and Hegesippus, living 

at the same time, in different parts of the world, testi- 

fying that the Apostles had successors, and that there 

* were Bishops in the different Churches. And not only 

' so, but actually tracing their succession from one to 

another. 

This succession you will find brought down to the 
Council of Nice, in the year 325, by Eusebius in his ec- 
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clesiasticsl Jmtory. No Unk U bitoken i« «the .cbabi /* , > 
whieh eoanecU the Bishops with the Apostle*, andof ***/ ' A43, % 
coutse with Christ, Anothw witnsss, wfao lived in tbis 
age t is PoJyerales, Bishop of Epbesus. In a letter ad- 
dressed to the Bishop of Rome about the time of keeping 
Easter, partof which you will find in Eusebius, he ap- 
pqals to the tradition of forrner Bishops and martyrs, 
«od \the praotice of those who lived in bis own time. 
Among others, he mentions Polyearp, Bishop ojf Sroyr- 
na and martyr — Sagaris, Bishop of Laodicea and mar- 
ter — seveif Bidhops of his own kindred. and great mal- 
titudes of Bisbops who assembled with him to consuk 
about the time of Easter. And he says, thftt when he 
wrote this cpistle, be had bcen 65 years a, chmüan. 
So that here is a witness beyond exceptio«, who üved 
the greatest part of the next age after the death of the 
Apostles, (estifving that Bishops were settled in all the 
Churches. 4 ] 

Clemens, Bishop of Alexandria, also liv^d at this time» -/ ^£ , 
He was considered one of the most Iearned men of that > '? 
age, and he speaks of the rainistry existing in three or- / 
ders, of which the Bishop was supreme. Speaking of 
Matthias, he says, " that though he was not elected by 
our Liord with the rest of the Apostles, yet having de- 
served to be advanced to that office, he was Substitut- 
ted in Judas' place« And evcn now, he says, they "who 
live up to the perfect rule of the gospe), may be taken 
into the number of the Apostles. He is indeed a de^a- 
qon and minister of the divine will» and he is a presbyj- 
ter of the Church, who does both practjce and Lepph 
what our Lord has prescribed." And again, h e «ay«, 
44 that St t (lohn, the Aposile, returni^g fpo# I^atnip^ 
4 
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the place of hi§ banishment, (o Ephesus, went about 
the neighboring nations, and in sonne place» ordained 
Bishops-— in others established Churches, and in othertf, 
set apart such for the Clergy, as were poioted out to 
him by the Spirit." 

. I might go on and bring proof after proof ffom these 
*'<* "* •■ * eärly wilnesses, but I will conclude this partof the sub- 
ject by a quotation from the writings of the celebrated 
Tertullian, a presbyter, who lived at the end of the 
second and commencement of the third Century. He 
says, " the chief or high priest, who is the Bishop, has 
the right of giving (baptism) and after him, the pres- 
byters and deacons, but not without the Bishop's au- 
thority, on account of the honor of the Churcb, whlch 
being preserved, peaceissecured." No language could 
be stronger going to show the superior office and power 
of a Bishop, and also that such an office was held in 
his day. And you will observe in all the writings of 
the early fathers, there is not the slightest allusion 
made to any superiority among the Bishops themselves. 
They were all equal» It was at a much later period, 
when the Bishop of Rome endeavored to gain the su- 
premacy. 

f I have now endeavored to bring this subject before 
you, in as clear and Condensed a mannet; as possible. 
And in doing so, I have shown that the Aposlles re* 
ceived füll power to rule and govern the Church, from 
Christ — that they, very early transferred that power 
to others, and that the office was conti nued in the 
Chui*ch. ' Thät it was supreme. And that they estab- 
lished two inferior grades in the ministry, to which was 
giveh limited powers, derived entirely from the Apos- 
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t!es, and the Bishops, tbeir successors. How any onc 
can resist the testimony, 1 know not« And what is 
still more singular, the opponents of the Apostolic suc- 
cession will refer to the very Fathers, wtoose testimony 
I have quoted, and depend upon them to establish the 
Iruth of the word of God, and many other doctrinfcs, 
but rejeet their testimony when presented to establish 
one of the most important of all truths-*— the regulär 
ßuecession of the Apostolic* ministry. 

Having then estabJished the position under conside- 
ration, the question is naturally presented, whether we 
have this ministry. If not, we have no right whatever 
to perform tho duty before us — of giving part of that 
ministry to others. But God be thanked, that question 
can readily be answered. We can trace up our min- 
istry much further than the reformation. We go back 
to the days of the Apostles, and find that they early 
obeyed the command of Christ, go ye intoallthe world 9 
and preach the Gospel to every creature. This gospel 
was early carried to that Island now known as Great 
B ritain. It is generally supposed that St. Paul was 
the first messenger of truth who visited it. And this ' 
opinion was held at a very early period. The testi- 
mony to this fact was first given by Clement Romanus. 
He says, that the Apostle Paul " traveled to the utmost 
bounds of the west," an expression, aecording to Theo- 
doret used, to denote the British Islands. Clement 
gave this testinaony As early as the year 70. To the 
iike effect is the testimony of Jerome and Theodoret. - ^ 

At all events, the proof is most ample to shöw that 
christianity was early iotroduced intothese Islands. 
Aod the first reeords of the. Church tbal Was estab- 
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Itshed there, show that it wasorganized as ail theotber 
Churches were, by the Apdstles, und in three Orders» 
with tbe Bishop as supreme. That the süccrssioi* 
was carried there by St. Paul and conlinued, as you 
will see, oninterroptedly in the Church. 

As early as the year 314, we have an accouüt of the 
cooncil of Arles, and among those assembled, there 
were several Bishops from Britain. Abo, in the Coun- 
cil at Sardica, in the yeaT 347, and at the Council of 
Ariminium, in the year 359. This is important testi- 
mony, going to show the early Organization of the 
Church in Britain, and also that they had tbe true suc- 
cession of the minist ry, and that the Bishops, (as the 
Apostles,) were the supreme vulers in the Church. And 
also, that there was no superiority among the Bishops 
themselves. That at this period, no supremaey was 
claimed by, or granted to, the Bishop of Rome. 

And it will enable us to answer satisfactorily the 

| ! question often asked, did your Bishops, viz: the Bishops 

\ ! of the Episcopal Church, reeeive their succession from 

j f the Roman Catholic Church t We answer unhesita- 

I ^ tingly, no. The old British Church from which we 

descend, existed several hundred years in all her pu- 

rity of doctrine, worship and ministry, before she was 

brought under foreign ecclesiasticai power. But even 

if we had reeeived our minrstry through that source, it 

could do us no härm. For that Church, and many of 

her eloquent defendefs, I bave great respect. . For, 

with all her errors, she has the regulär succession of 

the ministry, and is a part of the Catholic Chörch» 

And it is not the way to remove those errors, to de* 

neome and abäse her priesthood, and hold her up ta 
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seornaad derision. Ohjio. I wpuld rather spe^ pf 
her in kindness — thahk her Tor the good she may havö 
acconapiished in preserving the word of God — and teil 
her of her faults— of k er departure from the old Catho- 
ücChpreh — andendeavor to persuade her to give up 
the commandments of men, and come back to the un- 
corrupted Church of Christ. I pray ardently for this 
happy period to arrive, when she will giye *ip her er- 
rors, and come with all her untiring energy: — her pa- 
tience under trial — and her self-sacrificing and self-de- 
nying priesthood, and unite in the great work öf bring- 
ing the scattered sheep of Christ, into one ,fold, under 
one Shepherd, Jesus Christ, the Lord. 

The old British Cburch then, was not esstabli&hed by, 
nor placed under any foreign ecclesiastical power. 
She was independent of all other Churcheg. The on- 
ly preference ever given to any Church in the .early 
periods, was to the Church at Jerusalem. And thia 
was only the preference of respect, from its being 
the place where the Great Head of the Church offered 
up himself a sacrifice for the sins of the world. Shö I 
was the Mother Church. And we find this respect f 
early shown to her, for in the first Council of the Apos- j 
tles, her Bishop, James, presided and delivered the • 
opinion of that body.* 

In all the early Councils you can easily see that 
there was no spiritual supremacy claimed or admitted. 
Even Gregory the Great, of Rome, when the Bishop 
of Constantinople attempted to maintain such a claim, 
used the following language : "Whoever Claims 

THE UNIVERSAL EpISCOPATE IS THE FORERUNNER OF 
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Antichbimt." Gregor. Magn* EpisL, Lei. 6. 
80. 

It was not tmtil the year 590, that the attempt was 
raade to bring the Catholic Cfaurch of Britain undcr the 
Roman Bishop. Augustin, the monk, was sent to Bri- 
tain for this purpose — and shortly aftcr bis arrival, 
through the aid of Ethelbert, a meeting of the Ctergy 
of the British Church was held at a place known af- 
terwards as Augustin's Oak. " At the different meet- 
ings held, there were present, the Arch-bishop of Cam- 
bria, seven Bishops, and a number of the other British 
clergy. Augustin wished them to submit to the Bishop 
of Rome, and come under his Jurisdiction — to conform 
to the Romish custom of keeping Easter — to use the 
Romish forms and ceremonies in the*ministration of 
baptism, and to join the Romish missionaries in preach- 
ing to the Saxons." The request was startfing to the 
Bishops of the British Church, and was rejected in the 
strong and dccided language presentcd by the good 
Dimoth, of Bangor.* But resistance was vain — the 
British Church, the true Catholic Church, of which the 
Episcopal Church is a part, was forced, by the civil 
authority, into Submission, and by degrees lost her in- 
dependence. And these facts are in accordance with 
the views of that eminent Jurist, Sir William Black- 
stone. He says in his commentafies, (& 4, Clu 8,) 
under the Anglo-Saxon dynasty, the island was com- 

*Bo H known and wtlhout. doubt unto you, that wo »11 are, and every nnc of 
ua f obedient aud subjeeta lo ibe Cbnrch of God, and to tbe Pope of Romc, and to 
ftvery gorlly Christian, to loveevery one in his degree of perfect chnrhy, andto 
belp every one of them by word and deed, to be tbe ehildren of Godl und oüier 
obedience ih;in thls, I dr> not knovv to he due to htm whom you nntne to be Pope, 
oor to Ihefalher of fathera, to be ciaitned und dcnvandc.J. And Ulis obedience we 
are readv to give, and tn pay to him, vnd toevery Christian, continually. Beides, 
we are undcr the governtnent of the Bishop of Knerleon-upon-Uskc, who is to 
over-see undcr God over us, to cause us to keep the way spirituai.— .FYitter'a 
Ckunk Historf of Britain, pp. 80, 90— where see original. 
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paratively independent, and was more in commnnion 
•with, than subjection lo, the Italian Ponliff; but ihe 
Norman line of monarchs, after William the Conquer- 
er, submitted to the dictalion of ihe Popes, and conce- 
ded one point afier anolher, until ihe nation found it- 
■elf cotnplelely under the foot of a Foreign Bishop." 

Thus the Church continued, until she had the power; 
of throwing-off the foreign yoke imposed upon her. 
This power was exercised in the sixleenlh Century ; : 
and her Bishops, Cranmer, Laiimer and Ridley, whoi 
had ihe regulär Apostolic succession, abandoned the 
errors introduced into her bosom, and brought out from 
the rubbish of ages, ihe old British Church of St. Paul, 
the thdb Catholic Chvrch, which ever since, üke ihe 
polar star, bas guided many a tempest-iost soul, lo the 
haven ofeternal rest. They did not leave the Church, 
or establish a new Church, they continued in il, and 
diffuse d ihioughout every partof it, ihe lifo and light 
of the gospel of ihe Son of God. But ihosi 
to the Bishop of Rome, set up anoiher CI: 
truc having an Apostolic ministry, but ir 
Bchism. From the former Church we n 
ministry. 

At Ihe period of our civil revolution, thi 
Church in ihe colonies, wns under the care 
op of London. An ecclesiastical revolutii 
place, and iho Church renounced all foreign 
Of courae the Church in America was lei 
Bishop, and wiihout the Apostolic succe 
God'spromise was still recorded— the Chui 
could not be dcslroyed. Accordingly, the I 
Beabury, an eloquent tiefender of the fahl 



i ApOslolic ofiice, from Ute Church in Seot- 
i lhat eminent servnnt of Christ, William 
m a presbyter, in Pennsylvania— and Samuel 
a presbyter of New York, repaired to the 
lurch in England, and reeeived from the huods 
ishops, ihe Apostolic succession — and wijr». 
adison, of Virginia, who also reeeived tho 
officc from tlie English Church, bave coa- 
own throughthe diflerent Bishops sincecon- 
1 lhat ofiice — >and nüvv throughout the length 
h of the land, the gospel of Christ is proclaim- 
] the Church, and by an Apostolic ministry. 
people tlien are we, lo have this ministry. 
it all thü ngitations of the chrisüan world, the 
;3 slood firm and deeided — and not ono of her 
is been carried away from the simplicily of 
s it is in Christ. God grant that she may so 
-lhat in all the storms and tempests which 
g around her, she may, like the Ark of olden 
uti ful type of the church, ride safely over eve- 
wave, until she quielly restson Moi/nt Zio«, ' 
iack the Jew, long an exile from his home, 
arp tuned and singing the song of praise and 
-and the Gentile — rejoieing, that Christ hath 
wn the middle wall of parlition, and uniled 
ids of Christian brotherhood, the whole na- 
le earth. Hasten on, happy, happy day of 

ave lefl, only a short space to notice ths 
d dulies of the successors of the Apostles. 
wever, I havo fully noticed on former occa- 
vill, therefore, he brief. Theyare to ordain 
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presbyters and deacons, and send them fort h tö'preach 
the unsearchable riches of Christ. For as St. Paul 
says: " Hbw shailthey beKevein him of whom they have 
not heardt And how »hall they hear without a preacher ? 
And hdw shall they preach, excepl they be sent t They 
aTe to rille and govern ihe Church, and be ready, with 
all faithful diligeneo, to bnnish and drive away from ihe 
Church, all erroneous and stränge doclrine contrury to 
God's word, and so minister discipline that they forget 
not mercy. 

They are to conlirm all who have repented and been 
made disciples through ihe washing of regenerution. 
(bapfism,) by laying their hands upon them, and invo- 
king the aid of the Hoiy Spirit, that they may continuc 
Ohrist'a faithful soldiers and servants, to their lives' end, 
as St. Peler and St. Paul did upon the disciples in Sa- 

They are to preach ihe word, ns well as to send 
others to preach, and todoit wilhoutfeari 
of man. The whole truth of God is to be ntai 
the riches of His mercy in Christ, as well e 
minalion to punish for unrepentedsin — hea 
presented wilh all its joys, as the reward c 
Tal — and hell withall itswoes, as the lotof 
dient. 

They are to visit the sick, and comforl 
believer, and hold up to the sinner, even s 
the agonies of death, the invitations of mer 
duties f^with the exception of Ordination, c< 
and ruling the Church, &c.,) are common 
Orders in the ministry. It is also the duly 
byter and deacon, to perform them wilh i 



e glory of God. And espccially they are to 
lhat it is only through this ministry tbal par- 
acceplance wiih God, can be made known. 
ihere is any power in tho ministry to forgive 
ley who hold this office, are ihe conslituled 
lo pronounce and declare to His peopte, bring 
the absolulion and remission of their sios." 
iiich a declaralion ort the part of the ministry, 

> tangibleevidcnceof pardon. Therepenting 
io has comc 10 Christ by faith, may be accept- 
jfore this act ; bul this act is the tangible evi ■ 
imunicated ihrough the cmbassadors of Christ. . 
vhal is the use of the ministry t They are the 

Christ, and as such, are to make known the 
cconcilialion and pardon to sinners ; and on 
'sition lhat tbese terms have been fulfilled, 
also to declare that they have been pardoned 
pted of God. Such a view of this subjeet 
i ministry where Christ placed it, and holds 
peniing sinners, thestrong encouragement to 
le minister of Jesus, not as a mere hirelingem- 

> perform certain specific duties, but as his 
horized to teil him, his sins are forgiven. How 
office! and what weight of responsibility is 
>on a minister of Christ. 

oved brother,* you have already reeeived a 
is office, and are aboul to be advaneed to a 
ade, "having purchased to yourself a good 
You already know snmc of the anxieties aod 
leclcd with the mtnisterial office. But I blesi 
with these you have find slrong evidence that 

Uonifoni»)- StlinyiiH. 



you have not labored in vam. That he has vouch- 
saföd his blessiog lipon your efforts, and given you some 
seals of yoar ministry. But my beloved brother, yoor 
work is only begun — the rieldg are white to the har- 
vest — souls are perishing around you, and it becomea 
you to put on the wholc armor of God. that yoc may 
be able successfully to conlend against the evil one. 
Look first to yourself — cullivate a close intercoursc 
with God — have the blessed Saviour before you in all 
his loveliness, and in all his efforts lo save men — and 
]ean continually upon the Spirit of God to hold you up, 
as well as to prepare you for the duties of your office, 
Stand boldly, yet meekly before men — and prociaim 
your message. Be mild— courteous — firm — decidcd — 
above all, preach Jesus. 

My beloved fricnds,* you are now about to receive 
the Iowest part in this ministry, yet it is an honorfible 
part. It will enable you, (by ihe pcrmission of your 
Bishop,) to preach ihc gospel, and admit ( 
the school of Christ. The same advice \ 
piven to the beloved brother beside you, I 
give to you. But as you have not had anj 
in the ministry, I would add a fuw cauli< 
The times in whieh we live are exciling, ai 
need of much prudence and care, lest J 
drawn away from the oppropriate duties c 
Iry. Many suppose, and many loo of tho 
admitted into the ministry, that the way tc 
to join heart and hand in all tbose sonieties 
formed by men for benevolent purposes. 
failure to do so, most generaüy brings upoi 

• Hr. Sabin Bon|ti onJ Mr. Edwin Hodgklit. 
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fu#e to join mich gocieües, reproach and ofteptiaies 
»com. Few bave tho moral courage to keep aloof, and 
follow the plans which Christ has given Tor thc refor- 
mation of raen. Tbey let go the gospel, aod dopend 
upon human efforts, to dry up the desolating streams 
of vice. Now, my brethen, I ask you not to oppose the 
efforts of men to put down any vice, God forbid ! I 
would ratber teil you to bid tbem God speed. But i 
want you to rcmember that you arealways to bejmit- 
isters of Christ. That ho has instituted a great socie>» 
ty, into which he invites all of human kind— the church. 
That the means which He has revealed to promote 
their rcformation, not only of the outer, but the inner 
man, and fit them for becoming worthy members of tbU 
Church, is His Gospel. 

This is to be your means — and I would advise you, 
as you desire success in winning souls to Christ, and 
value your future peace and influence among men. to 
keep aloof from every voluntary society. In doing 
this, you are not to oppose any benevolent qffort of 
men, but only to show, that vvherever you go, and 
wherever found, yougo and arcfound ready, topreach 
Jesus. This cannot be done in these societies. A mid- 
ister, therefore, loses his influence — becomes seculari- 
zed, and oftentimes excited, in a manner un worthy of 
his character and calling, and soon fails in the perfor- 
\ mance of the appropriate duties of his office. The re- 
^ \ ligious world is füll of such instances, and I would 
therefore, most affectionately warn you, and beseecb 
you to be the more diligent in preaching the truth as 
it is in Christ. 
\ t\ May God give you strength of raind and body to fit 
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you Tor ihe arduous duiies of the ministry, and st last 
give you the happy reward promised to all thosc who 
turn mauj to righteousness — lo shine as ihe stara for- 
ever. and ever. 



"I would to God il lay in me to restore the gofem- 
ine»t of Bishops. For I see what manncr of Church 
we shall have, the ecclesiastical polity being dissoived. 
I do see lhat hereafter will grpw up a greater Ttran- 
wy in the Chvkch, than there ever was before." 

Mblanctiiok. 
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* 1t is sometimes urged by persons, who deny the 
ApcatöHc succfession, and who are unable to meet the 
Scriptur« argüment, clearly proving that it was estab- 
liibed by the Sarviour himself, that such a government 
i« tnonarchical, and unsuited to the genius of our free 
instrtutions» To persons who are in the habit of exa- 
roining such subjects and fbrrtfing their own opinions, it 
wotild be unnecessary io add a word to refute an as- 
sertion so utterly unfounded and at variance with the 
truth. But lest such appeals* (worthy önly of religioua 
demagogues,) to populär prejudices, should blind the 
mihds of some honest xnquirers äfter truth, I would 
very briefly show the beautjful analogy whtch exists 
between the eeclesiastical institutions of the Protestant 
Episcopal Church of the United States, and the civil 
institutions of the United States. 
f ' At the time of our civil revolution, the Church, as 
is well known, separäted hörseif entirely from the Ju- 
risdiction of a foreign Bishop, and declared her inde- 
pendence; but she never could forget that* " she is iri- 
debted, ander God, to the English Church, for her first 
foundation, sind a long cöntinüance of nursing care and 
-protection." ' 

* PnAmo lo tbe Book of Common Prayer. 
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Having received tho Apostolic succession from thi* 
Church, by which she could increase her ministry, and 
extend her influence, her first efforls were made to 
conform her whole human Organization and legislation 
to that adopted and foliowed by th$ pcöple of thiscoun- 
try in refeicnce to their civil government. The con- 
sequence was, that the government of the Protestant 
Episcopal Church in the United States, became truly 
republican in its character, as we wiU hereafjer woe f 
and in which I have no hesitation in sayU)g r tba,t the 
rights of the peopJe are better secured, thsq.in auy 
other ecclesias.tical Organization; for there are.no jxei> 
manent officers, so far as the Laity are conoerned, bui 
fresh representatives are yearly selected by the people^ 
and have a voiee in all her legislation. 

But I will present the analogy to our civil getvern* 
ment: 

In both, the power of governmant resides primarUy 
in the whole people. 

In both, the forma of government are repräsentativ^; 
in the Church, however, there are no limitatipns in the 
application of the principle of universal suffrage. 

The parish meetings, and the town or district. ele**- 
tions, are analogous. 

The parish vestries, and the select men or common 
Councils of the towns or cities,.are analogous. . 

The union of parishes into dioceses, and the union gf 
towns or counties into states, are anajogous* 

The independence of the several diocesea* and t\w 
independence of the several siates, are analogous, 

The union of the several dioceses into one gene,i^l 
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Convention, and the onion of the several states into one 
general government, are analogous. 

The Diocesan Conventions, with their secretaries, 
and the State legislatures with their secretaries, are 
analogous. 

The representation in the JDiocesan Conventions, and 
the representation in the state legislatures, from the 
people directly, are analogous. 

The general Convention of the United Dioceses, and 
the general congress of the United States, are analo- 
gous. The faouse of Bishops, in the former, corres- 
ponding to the Senate in the latter, and the house of 
clerical and lay deputies, in the former, corresponding 
to the house of repfesentatives in the latter. 

But sufficient proof is here given to show how scru- 
pulously careful the Church bas been to guard the 
rights, as well as secure them, of every raember of her 
fold. The poorest member has an equal voiee in her 
Councils with the most wealthy and influeotial, and no 
law is imposed upon any, witbout their own consent. 
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Detroit, Match 21, 1842. 
Rev. George Düjtield, Pastor ofthe Ut^Presb^terian Chureh in Betrau .• 

Dear Sir— A eermon entitled/" Eptscdpal Bishops the suecessors of the Apos- 
tWs," feeently publtehed by Bishop McCosxry, having been circnlated to some ex- 
ten! ainong themembers of oor comaranion, In whicfc he «lairas for the Bishop, the 
sele right to eonfer powers whieh toe betteve are conferred only by the Lord Jesus 
Cfarisfe—andcteiatfi "thatitis only throngh this nahiistiy that pnrdon and aeeep- 
tanca with öod am he made ksown," aad that "all wbo profcss to be eorairils- 
atoned embassadars ot Christ, are gross Unpostors," if tbetr powers are not derived 
hi a line of saecessioh from the Apoaües— and teüeviog these daUns to be wholly 
«nsvppofted bythe Scriptores, or the. early Faihers, .wehaye to reqnest, if you 
deem the ocession suffieient, thatyen will preflont for pnttkatioa, the views you 
entertain on this subjeet, atas early a day as may comport with yoor eonvenience. 

Wo are, dear sir, most affiectionatdy. yours in the bonda of the gpspel. 



BENJ. F. LARNED, 
E. P. HASTINQS, 

A. L. PORTER, 
ALEX. MeFARRAN, 

B. & BROWN» 
D, COOPER, 
JOHN PALMER, ' 
SHUBAEL CONANt, 
ALANSON SHELEY, 
ROBERT STUART, 
WM. A. HOWARD, 
ROSS WILKINS, 
THOMAS ROWLAND, 
OEO. B, HAND, 

S. PITTS, 

J. L. WALKER, 



D. LAMSON, 

JOHN G. ATTERBÜRY, 
FRANCIS RAYMOND, 
J. L. WHHTIN0, 
ASHER B. BATBS, 

JAMES F. JOY, 

THOS. J. OWEN, 

M. HOWARD WEBSTER, 

E. BINGHAM, 
JNO. HÜLBURT, 
HORACE HALLOCK, 
A. C. M'GRAW, 
FRED. M. SUMNER, 

, OVLLEN BROWN, 
DAVID STUART, (Senior.) 
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Detroit, Merck 33, 18«. 

To Meifrs. BeKJ.' F. Laansd, E. P. Ha«ti»o8, Shüvael CoNant, A. L. Portes, 
tft^ wumUr» oftUlU Pr—^fUrum Ckmrck t* IMfroü ; 



Dear Brethrrs— Tbe eermon to whkh you refer, had attneted my attention. 
The propriety, if not *he Obligation, of notlein* it» had eeturred to my mjnd. Tfce 
doetrlne tt ineuicalef, and «he lofty, and m my opiaton, a«iiipvftWma,eiehu it «s>» 
Berte, rcqairo attention. leooJd here wiahed ÜMsubjecthsdnotbaMi icftatad, 
and tteneoeaeitjr <tf avowtogaad of vindicating their pvincaplea an* practfee, in 
opoctMon to the aflegatieaa and imalkfl tt o ft a-of the aetanefe, had mrtlwi tapoaaeV 
by IIa pubUcatioa* «n tbe noa»Epfacopal deaojninatiou In the Cnavcn of God. The 
geocral tatereata of religien, the peaee of eoeftety, aad tbe good tmderataadfftf and 
klnd reeting whlen shoidd prerail among tbe dMarent Churehea» are not to be pro- 
raoted by arrogant pretenflioaa, chi the part of any one denominatkm,' that they, cx- 
eluei vely , are the trne Choreh. Nor «rc theae thinga to be aeenred b/ eSeaee, when 
auch pretenaions are advaftced. 

I have, therefore, determined to comply with your request, and altnough in the 
ratäst of more thaa ordlnaty preasing engagements, aa yon know, have cemmeaeed 
a series of lottert oddreaaed to the author of that »ennon, intended as a review of 
bis argumenta in bartlcular, and In general of the Claims of Epiacopacy. In doing 
so, I feel that I am but defending the common grpund occupied by Congregational- 
iats, Baptists, Methodist«, Preabyterians, Daten Ratbrmed, German Reformed, Lu- 
therans, and other non-Episcopal portiona of the Church of Christ. In repelling 
the attack made upon us all in that sermon, I anall be careful not to magnify, or 
even advocaje any pecuttariüea pertainjng to us aa a portipn of the Christian Church , 
however strongly attaohed, I eonfees myself to be, to the doctrines and disclpüne— 
the principles and order, of the Presbyterian Church. 

You ahall be fumiahed With a copy of the lettera, which shall be placed at your 
diapoaalr 

With aentiments of respect and affection, 

I remain your aervant in the Lord, 

GEORGE DUFFIELD. 



PEEFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION. 
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T« eonespondenee prefixed to tbe first edltton, fufly explalned tbe oceasion, and 
yafolded thexeasons. Cor tbe publication of tbe following lettera. It was no fond- 
qess Cor controveray, lbat dictated them. The aulbor would prefer rauch to culti- 
vaie Christian and minislerial intercourse, than to be involved in polemics. 

The regnest made by tbe beloved members of bis Charge, bowever, convinced 
bim that forbearance would ceaae to be a virtue ; and that he ahould prove recreant 
to. tbe interests of tru(h and of tbe cburch with whicb he is connected, if tbe arro- 
gant Claims of preiacy, and tbe Insinuation« and assertions — prejudicial to tbe mi- 
nisterial charaeter of himself and of bis Urethren, not only of tbe Fresbyterian, but 
•f. other non-Episwppal deaominations,~-so recently and confidently made in this 
place, should be.»Uowed to pass unnoticed. 

. The public wHI jndge of tbe spirit aad success with whicb tbe aubject bas been 
Bandled. Tbe detnand for a seeoud ediüon,. white itiurnishes proof of tbe interest 
Mt in- the subject, affords an opportunity to State the gencral question, and to guard, 
•nee Cor all, agalnst the misapprehenslpns, so apt to be produeed by bold and con- 
fidentbut fettadoua assertions. The .perrersion of the langnage, sentbnents, and 
arguments of «tbers, sometimes so adroitly made, by affirming them to be in Sup- 
port of what is perfectly fereign to tbe design, and weil known opinions of an au- 
tborvmay and will miatead the creduious and tbose who are incapable of discrimi- 
•atingaad of judging for themsehres ; but amongthe reflecting part of tbe Commu- 
nity it will always reeoil on him tbat attempts, in this way, to decedve. 

That ever the language and argumenta of the late learned.and illustrious Dr. John \ 
M. Jftason should have been cited " in favor of tbe apoatolU mmtieritd succeuum," 
Will not feil to induce a smile in tbose, who, eitber knew tbe man, or are at all ac- * \ 
qnarated with the hjatory of bis caustic review. of Bisbop Hobart, and, of other pre- I * 
latkal weiten of bis day. 

Were he yet sJtve, and should learn Unat this ose had been made of bis Janguage, 
be would not feil to salute bim that did it, with one 0/ bis wttbering looks, and the 
epithel, so freely used by bim in bis decUning years, whea addressing bis collegiate 
Btmfrrntf wbom he found dullof apprehension ; nor would be think any other reply 



Tbe offieUl Warrant, proper and necessary to be reeeived, fron» tbose already In 
the mlntsterial #ffice,by them who say they are called of Jesus Christ to preach 
His gosp«],— tbe regulär succession of a class of roen styled the Christian ministry, 
preserved in the cburch and world by the good pro-videnee of Ood,— and their au- , 
thority to govern, or, in other words, to administer discipllne in tbe ebureb, under * 
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the directlpn of Jesus Christ, and a seine of their Obligation* to acetrant, for aB flsBjr 
do, to Die sola supreme head and lawgiver of Bis chureh tue matten totaUj i 
ent from tue apostolic xinistkrul socotssioit, avowed, and advoeated by 
cal wrhers. 

Tbe disünetion set forth in the following letters, is preelaely the aune with that 
to perspicuonsly and satisfaetorlly asserted by Arch-bishop WhateJy, thougfa attbe 
time tbe aulbor wrote the letter in which H is advanced, fce bad not seea er read the 
enüre essays of this dlstlnguisfaed prelate, nor bis' *iews espeelally on tbis subjeec 
' Havlng sbown bow many anü great were tbe irregnlarities connected with Ordination, 
and whtah, on high ehureh piinelples, vitiated its sacramentai Tirtue, and havlag 
afflrmed that " tbere is not a minister in all Christendom who Is abla to trace ap, 
with any degreeof certainty, bis own spiritual pedigree," he expreaaesliimself tbus : 
"The ultimate consequence (of tbls hypotbesis of an unbrokeu linc of sveeesaion 
connecüng any particular minister with the aposUes,) must he Chat any cne who 
sincerely believes that his cloim to the beneäts of the Gotpel Coveaam, depends «a 
i his own minister s claim to the supposed sacramentai virtue of true Ordination, aad 
this again, on perfect apoatolical succession as «bore deserlbed, nraat be InvoTved, 
in proportion as he reads, and Inqnlres, and reflects, and reasoas, on die ■nbjeet, In 
the most distressing doubl or perplexfty. 

" It is no wonder, therefore, that the advöcott* of this thsory, studimuly disparngt 
; reasoning, deprecate all exercise of the mlnd in reflection, deny appeals to evidence» 
' and lament that evon the power of readlng ahould belmparted to the peepie." 

Dr. Maaon afflrmed, that from the days of Jesus Christ, them had been in tbe 
world such an order of men as Christian minister«. One generatlon had sueeeeded 
to another, and they could be trace* up to Hirn as the Divine autbor of tbe order. 
His objeet, In his Essays on the Ghürch of God, m whiebhe «peaks of the Christian 
ministry,* was to prove, that tbe oSee aad order original«! In Divise appoiatmeat* 
and that ever araee the doys of Christ, by His aaihority and the infaeace of Hia 
Spirit, men had beeil called to tbe office öf tbe ministry, wbosequalificaüon* and 
Claims to häve been so called, had been examined by thote in the ministry at the 
time, and havlng been judged vaifd and true, were warraateA 10 go forth as ac ere di ■ 
ted embassadors of Christ, to preaeh His gospel. These minlsters, he affirmed« 
were of equal authortty— presbyters, and not *• Episcopal Bishops." To employ 
his language in proof of any other suecession, especially of the doctrttie of " apoav 
totic ministerial stfccesslon," aceordlng toht'-gn ehureh prtiMHples, will deaerveffly 
render bim who doea it, Hdble to tbe Charge, either of extreme oDtuseness of in« 
tellect, or moral oMlquUy. 

*' The fallacy," says Arch-blsbop Whatery, "cohsists in confottnding 
the unbroken apostolic succession of a Christian ministry fsneraUf, and tbe 
succession in an ütfbrokcn llne, of this or that individmtl mmieter."i 

This is the fallacy whlch the author öf the discöürse, röviewed in the JbDowiag 
letters, has fallen into and attempted to ädvocate. Tbe review lsmainly coaeamod 
with his argument, and though personal ly addressed in the tettert, the prodoetfott 
of bis pen, as tue repräsentative and advocate of prelacy and high church prtoelpieift) 
ig kept in view rathef'than the author hlmself. 

A third edition of «• the Sermon" has just appeared, in the prefticet* whlttH the 

' author has quoled from Dr. John M. Masron, as aboYCreferredto,«nd attempted to 

cite bim in proof of*" the apostolic ministsHal tkecattton» >whidi sie ttJWahenY 

* See WhateW'i EiWTS, 1IT, on the kiagdonrof Chri*t,pp. f$04tt. 

t CbrUtian Magazine! r. 111, pp. 293-SW. , 
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The argument 1$ : 

Main Prqpositioä— The doctrine of Dr. Maaon and Bishop McCoakry concern- 
iB$ ministerial suceession, is the same. 

fuoQjt-rBoth speak of the Christian ministry— both teacb that ihey are an prder ; 
of Divine appointment,to.l>eperpetuatedin Ihechurch, . 

Comclcsiof— Täerbtpbe, Dr. Maaon and Bishop JtfcOoskry both. teacjh the doc- j 
trine. of Apostatic ^tinUterial incceaiipn. Q» E,D.Ü 

By a like argument, Paris and Philadelphia may be provcd to he the same place. 
Both begin with P— both lie on a rlver, and there are fish in both. 

A few notes of explanation are contalned in the third edition, which do not, ho w- ' 
cnrer, contravene any of the posiüons or proofs advanced in the letters, and are 
principally a reiterated assertion of the fallacies exposed. A confeasion and dis- . 
claimer are made on the 14th page, in referenee te the hypo^hetical Charge that " all • 
who profess to be eommissioned of Christ, are gross impostors," if the apostolic ' 
ministerial suceession, advoeated in the sermon, be not "clearly settled." " This \ 
term," (gross impostors,) he says, " is in no respect intended to apply to the min- 
istry of other denominations. The author used it in referenee to the ministry of bis 
own church— as applicable to them, if there was no apostolic suceession . Common : 
eourtesy, mach more, Christian kindness, would forbid such an application. While 
be difiers from them most widely, yet he cannot eonsider them as impostors. He 
does not believe they are wttfully in error \ but only so, from wrong bias, and the 
prejudiee of early edaeation. He thinlcs no honest mind could misunderstand him. 
If so, he would cheerfully, as he now does, disclaim any sueh application. He has \ 
many dear friends in that ministry whom he reapects and loves. Besides his an- 
eestors were and are connected with a denomlnation differing in their Organization 
from the Church ; although he himself was never connected with, or professed any 
attachment to, any other body, but to that to which he now belongs, unless his bap- 
tism in infaney mightbe so considered,"— 2V«Je to third edition, page 24, 

Many honest minds did think, and do so still, that the entirestrueture of the argu- 
ment, and the very terms of the doctrine avowed and taught, and of the hypothesis \ 
itated, pointed the allegation directly and mainly, against "the ministry of other \ 
denominations." It is somewhat of a relief f and a compliment eordially aeeepted, i 
to be informed, that the great effort has been to guard the Episcopal ministry from the < 
Charge of belng gross impostors ; and that neither " eourtesy," nor «* Christian kind- . 
ness" would admit of its application to a non*EpiscopaUy ordalned ministry. Of . 
couree, the Charge was in no wlse applicable to them ', for if it be applicable to them 
by hypothesis— as it is admltted to behypotheticaUy applicable to the Episcopal min- 
istry— neither "eourtesy" nor "Christian kindness" would forbid its application to be . 
made, but on the contrary, would require H. Asserting no such high elaims for the . 
ministry, which the sermon does for " Episcopal Bishops," we are happily exempt 
from all suspicions of being gross impostors ; and we eordially sympathize with the 
fttttber in his fear« and effort« t#4efend his Episcopal ministry from the Charge, 
which he admfta, by hypothesis, to be applicable— bat whleh we never preferred or 
surmised. 

The author of "the sermon," never partook of the Lord's supper in the Presby- , 
terian church, and entered, by profession of faith and by covenant, into füll fellow- ' 
sbip with it. He was wheji a lad» a eateebumen of the author of the letters, and 
a|ler having attained lajsttiood, professed to have been eonverted under his ministry, 
ajui attended hii Mbtoeiafs, bu* sabsequenüy eeased to worsbip in the Presby terian 
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uiardi, and withdrew to the EplaeopaL The anthor of " the letteri," referred to tu* 
early Delation to the Preebyterian church— bis youthful attachment to it, proved by 
hia attendance on ita minlitry and worahip, and not to hia ever bring form&IIy unl- 
ted by covenaat in fall feüowahtp wtth the cbareh, and by partfelpaflon of the Lord*» 
•Upper. The oceaaion of hia withdrawal from the Presbyterian to the Epiacopat 
ehurcb, was never understoodto be the result of rellgious prindptea newly adopted. 
Theae are the circumatancea referred to. The äathor of the letten never measfr 
more; nor dpeahls language imply raore. 
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TÖ THE REV. S. A. McCOSKRY, P. t)., 

BlfcHQP QF/BH^JtOTE8TA<NT EPISCPPAfc 4fgUBCH OFTHE STATE; 

, OF MICHIGAN. l " 

•» • . . < ... , ■ . . „ 



J LEtTfiit l.—IntroäucÜ6n.' 
Reverend and dear sir : 

I have lately seen and read, "the sermon" preached 
by yourself, in St. PauVs Church in this city^which 
you have given.io the public through the medium of 
the press. AJIow me to sayy in the spirit of friendship. 
which has prevailed for many years between us, and 
always marked our intercourse, that I have been very 
much grieved, by some things in that sermon, as well 
as, by its general spirit and bearing. 
. Whatever views you may entertain as an Episcopa- 
|ian, and however strong may be your preferences of 
the church of your adoptioh, I am free to confess, that 
Ihey would aeveiyin the least degree, have affected 
me, or inducedany attempt through the medium of the 
press, or iji any public way, to express iny dissent or 
disapprobation, bad you not so stated and endeavored 
ty.epfo.rce them, as tÄJmpIy things highly criminating 
otfrer denpjninaüons, Tmd placed yourself in a bellige- 

reöt attitude towafdlhem. . 

r I have ever sought to qherish Christian liberality, 
and though, asi Presbyterian, differing in some par- 
ticvlars, from brethren-of other denominations ; yet as 
1* 
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long as they were Evangelicat, and furnished evidence 
of being the foHowers of Jesus Christ, such differences 
neither produced unfriendly feelings, nor provoked the 
spirit of rivalry and Opposition. They. rather induced 
a desire, to look more at the things in which vre agree, 
than at those in which we cliffei». Ihare loÄg sincfc 
learned, both to tolerate and love those, who, although 
entertaining error, neverthetess give evidence of vital 
christianity. " The unity of the. spirit, in the bonds of 
peace," are of far greater value, and more carefully to 
be cultivated, than ecclesiastical peculiarities and dpg- 
matic agreement. I have, therefore, sought rather to 
approach my brethren of olher dcnominations, and to 
oultivate Christian and ministerial intercourse with 
them, than to repel, by the undue and unnecessary 
magnificatipn of those peculiarities of sentiment, rites 
ancl r usages, in which I may difFer froro them. While 
conceding to them füll right to their own peculiär opin- 
ions, in matters where the prescriptions of the wordof 
God are not decisive, I have thought, and feit, myself 
entitled, at lea§t, tothe reciprocation of feetings andeP- 
forts,..whjch I deem es§e*nüal, not only for the general 
interests of the cause of Christ, out for the peace and 
happiness of society," v s> 

I have endeavored topromöte mutual confiderice and 
good will, and whatever would conduce to the real 
comfort änd happiness of socia^jjjercourse among tffe 
members of different religious dtoAtoinatiöns ; and fes- 
pecially befween those of yöuV'fei&rge and my 1 oW. 
Por the members generally, of y*oui congreg'atiöfi, I fen- 
tertain a very kind regard; and aßt hippy, so far ääl 
arn personaHy ac^uainted with theni, to belieVe, Wifrt 






\riiä1ever may be their preferences for fhe Epiicöpal 
fohw of goveroment, which I ;! h#ve never attethptedof 
wisbed to<Bsturb, theydid not äo eher» shrtbose prefere!* 
Cee, erattach such radic&l importanoe io tbetn as to ex- 
öltide otbef denominatioris from the -pale of ©h'Mst's vis** 
ble chutöh .• I haue beReved that tbev werö infioeaced 
by tho sentime»ts and spiriiof the la'te fexeellent Bishop 
Wbi,i^-re5tpres«ed, boih in hm eartyUife, and as late as 
1884; amoag hl* last acts-^who aaidhe saw no M necea* 
rfity ©f carryingit (Episoopacy) to the extreme* Of de* 
nouncing äH communions, d^stitute of the Epircopacy, 
ns departing fr§m ttie essertlials of Christian faith, and 
as aliens from the coveriant of promfse," and that if 
any did; it was * matter of private opinwn, and not tb 
be obtruded asifie determination of the eAwrcA."* Such 
also I häd been^dlsposedto attrrbute fo youyin com- 
mon with'the estimable metftbers ofyour charge, With 
whoml have the pleasure to be acquainted. From 
such sentiments; and any preferences for Epiäcopacy 
entertained by those who cherished them/I never have 
aprjrehended any fear, nor loofced foi* any nianifesta- 
tions of a spirit of proseTytism, or bigotry', orpharisai- 
cally assumed soperior sanetfty, or any thing that 
woold disturb the' harrfiöhy of efotfistiati und social in- 
tercourse. To cherish sueh äf State of thingSj I feit 
myself undef ä^ep obligations. 

It is becauSe the *^^it ahchserttmnents of yourser- 
mon are art \vär \vith saefböbligaltiüns, thatl riow feel 
wounded; It is, and canhof fail tobe, obvious'to the 
simplest reader, thalyou fclatfn' youf detiominartiöri to 
be so reallyaod exclosive?^ thd true church of God, 
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that you oannot. coamteatJy recogoize, a* parVof ü, 
those who diflfer from y<Äi, in your pcculiar senrime^ts, 
as an Episcopafian ; aar can you have tiüaisteriai pc 
religiOBs iniercourse with them. It U bence that 1 fed 
myself Called, in faitbfbhws« to a large portion of üj* 
church of Jesus Christ, to the denomtnation to whtch ] 
belong, and to the beloVed raembors of my o wn.charge, 
who have sofk^ted *n expreasion of my viewt, to my- 
aelf as bound to tove and seek the. weitere of the whote 
church of God, to the general interests of society 
among us, as weH as to yourself, my personal friend 
and felJow servant in the gospel, to pay this public re- 
epect to your sermoa. 

* In döing so, I write as I feel, not as p^rsonally op- 
posed to you, nor unfriendly, bot wounded, in common 
with many of my brethrqn, and memhers of my cfyirge,. 
at being so unceremonioasly and so untenderly exclu- 
ded from the church of God,. con sign ed by you to "the 
uncovenanted meircies of God," andby the very desiga 
and structure of your argument, if conclusive^ classed 
with " gross impostors*" Whatever janguage I may 
employ, if judged too strong or harsh, I beg that it 
may not be referred to $ny unfriendly or uriehristian 
feeling, bujt to the intere** I fe^l oa the subject, and to 
my senge of itq imporlance. It. shall ever be my eftbrt 
to maintain the frieadship existing between us, not- 
withsrtandipg I feel constraine^po defend myself and 
others from tbe i Imputation s of your sermotu 

You have not wirkten and publjshed : that discourse, 
without wishing to be dUtinctly understood, as being 
tbosoqgbly convinced, that Episcopacy, after the man* 
aer and views you unfotö r fo*mp an esf^ntial feature of 
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fhe true church of Jesus Christ So eßsential do yoa 
regard it, that you cannot recognfee any not holding 
the same. Yoa will not, therefere, think it stränge that 
I should be surprised, exceedingly surprised, at such a 
change in your views, äince exalted to the Episcopate, 
when the manner and circumstances of your transition 
from the Presbyterian to the Episcopal church are so 
well known to me. I concede, that you are now fuliy 
coiivinced of the trtrth of the "views you entertaiiij 
so condemfiatory of the denomination in which you » 
were brought/up, and to which once you professed lo 
be attached; I take your discourse äs the outline, if 
not the sum and substance, of those argumenta and con- 
siderations by which your own mind ha* been changed, 
apd by which you now seek fo inäuence others, whom 
you bave either found in that commonion, or would 
persuade to enter it And I am particularly gratified 
With stich an oppörtumiy to examine and judge of that 
process of reasoning, by'which you yourself have been 
converted, and you seek to convert others, to your pre» 
sent views. 

If the doctrines taught in your discourse, and the 
high Claims asserted fw your church, are what they 
are taught, who, you say; "are riow seeking for some 
resting place, where they riiay escape such agitations, 
(and which you alledge to be appropriate to all other 
than Episcopal churches,)and feel secure, 91 by virtueof 
their introduction into this ratsnamed "ark of safety," 
Ihen it is the duty of every ooe who cannot remairi jn- 
different where such Claims are asserted, to pui thmi 
fairly and fully to the löst This I proppse to do, and 
prefer to address myseif peraonally to you, that \ may 
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tbe more oertainly and egectually guard against the 
ose of aay expressions, which, in an ab^tractdiscussion, 
migbt drop, and be thoqght unoourteous or unkind. In 
doing so« I »hall freely examine your mode of reaaon- 
ing, tbe sentiments you inculcate, and your clakns to 
Appatoltcal auccessiontintrinatcalty.and historically coa- 
eidered. 

The assertion with wbich you cwunenee, "tb*i 
seldom, if ever, has there been exbibited a more anx- 
ioos apirit of inquiry in rcfereacc to tbe true cburcb of 
Christ, than at tbe präsent day," needs to b$ greatly 
qualified. A referenoe to tbe oontroversias of formet 
years, both in tbe old and new world, will show, tbat 
this ground has Jong since been travelled over, and 
a mach greater anxiety displayed than at thU day* 
Whatever controrersy raay exist in your own ehurohes 
growing out of the Oxford traetatots and their oo&djn- 
tors m tbe United States, who aro aitempting to revive 
the Romanism.of tbe fourth Century, or tbat modifica- 
tion of chrisUanity whkjh the Gnpstic philosophy pro* 
duced — it is admitted, may be best known to tbose 
ioTolved immedi&tejy ki it. . Outside of your own 
chjurches, it ig gmtuitous to aseert the existence of euch 
an anxiety. Tbe proof of the fact is calledfor. To 
what publio dooumen ts will you refer 1 Whate ver at- 
tention has'bee» giventothe subject, reeently, by tbe 
periodical editors, and occaj ioipd tsontributions of ati* 
tbors, bave. feeen eKcited. by tbe controveray m tbe 
Episoopal church, origimting first between high aüd 
low charoh, aad »aw between the Oxford and E van* 
gelical tbeojogian*. What addittoh bas been raade to 
the number of yoor churohee, and of their merabers of 



*••»*■•< 



»^r. _-***** 



11 

tote, may, to a very groat e*tent, be traced to otfeer 
drfuaes. So far as my per&enal Observation goe«— and 
it has been somfcwhat " dose," with opportuwties for 
knowirig— very diflercnt cWses have led fo the in« 
crease of Episcopal churches and membörs. 
• • The Insinuation about harsh and coarse invectite, aa 
though it had not been at least folly reciprocated, hsd 
rn-uch better been withheld; especially wfaen the pro» 
ductfcwie of certain Episcopal authors in our own coun* 
try are yet extattt The alJedged wearrness of other 
sects with divisiohs, &c., whioh you say, ts urging 
fftatiy to seek " sotne festlag place, where they can es* 
cape such agitations," is just aa gratuitous as the other. 
The discipline of sorae Presbyteriao churehes, and the 
confessions and avowals of certain votaries of fashion— • 
who are willing to assume the form, but deny the 
power of true religion— would th*ow ligbt upon the 
character of that ease, which, in some cases, at teast, 
is sought in Episcopal churehes. 

The "appeal to populär prejudice,*' and thekeeping 
back the elairos of the church of Christ, "under the 
specious name of religious freedom," to which you re- 
fer, are too well identified with the hi&tory of tho pu- 
ritan migrations to this continent, and the successful 
struggle for the liberty and independence of these Uni» 
ted States, to be misunderstood by any aoquainted with 
its history , or to be judged; deserving of auch implied 
ceasure. Nor is it at all descriptive of the.present 
times to say, that " the ohrUtian World (is) highly er- 
oited by the wide spread rutn which schism has efiected, 
and is tberefore amiously and boldly inquiriog r where 
and «hat is the true chlrrdh of Christ V That the evils 
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of <chism *re grearty deplored, aod measores propo«ed 
for tbeir prevention or correction, is true; bat your 
definition of schism, vi 2: " Separation from the true 
church of Christ, meaomg the Epiacopal church, as 
your argument and the whole spirit or drift of your 
discourse show, is utteriy false, Paul's idea of schism 
was very difierent from yours. See l Cor., iii, 3-4, 
The divistonsof which he speaks, .were in the Corio- 
thian church; and not a whit worselhan there are in 
your own at this very day, as the controversies amoog 
you show. It is not the formal rent ,or secessioa that 
Paul accounted schism. Your Greek concordance will 
show you that in MaL, ix, 16, and Mark, ii, 21, where 
the word is used to meau rent, it applies to cloth, but 
in every other place, John, vii, 43; ix, 16; x, 19; 1 
Cor., i, 12;' xi, 18; xii, 25, it is used to denote strifes, 
contentions, divisions of sentiment and feeling, not Se- 
paration. ... 

Churches often divide, and do it amicably. . When 
their members are not. perfectly joined in the same 
miod, and of the same judgment, ae in Corinth, 1 Gar?, 
i, 10-12, but have contentions among them, there is 
the sin of schism. You will not find the word schism 
önce used in the New Testament in the sense in which 
you have; however, you may, among popish and high 
church writersi 

Your idea is too plaitv to be mistaken. They, in 
your judgment, are schismatic, whodonoi, and because 
they do not, belong to the Eptscopal church, which you 
assume to be tu* true church. By the same mode of 
reasoning, you, and all your churches, are schismatic. 
Ia common with other protestant churches, you all 
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bave departed from the Roman Catholic cburch, which 
church you nevertheless acknowledge to be a true 
cburch of Christ, of which you once formed a constitu* 
fcnt portion, as your line of apostolica) succession shows, 
and by which, your Bishops, through whom you trace 
that succession, and the existtng Orders of the English 
cburch, are declared to be null and void, and without 
any authority whatever. And furtheiv by your defini- 
tion of schism, you have proved that, for a period at 
least, the proicstant Episcopal church of the United 
States was guiky of tbis sin, when she "separated her- 
seif entirely from the Jurisdiction of a foreign Bishop, 
and declared her independence," "renounced all for- 
<ign Jurisdiction, (and) of course was left without a 
Bishop, and without tbe apostolic succession," accord- 
tng to your own showing. 
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LETTEIt IL 

GRATUITOUS A6SUMPTI0N*. 
ÜEV. AN© 0EAH sin: 

• Aftetr an introduction so füll of gr&fuitoüs assertions, 
it is not surprising thnt you should bave baut your ar- 
gumenton an aliedged siate &f things in die charches, 
equaliy incorrect, and ort aasumpüona cqjuaiijr w idö fron* 
tbe fact . .. . 

One of tbeöe aaswnptions is, " the ruinous idea (evi- 
dent ly attributed by you to all " the countless muober 
of sects" not EpiscopaJ*) ihat men ooüld associate to* 
gether, and adopt tucü rults and gowrnment for tkern- 
8&ves, as may. suil *Aetr totes, und etil! be en title d to 
l%y 4Wm. to be a part of the cburch of Cfamt." Where, 
and in what denominatioris, you bave found tbia-^ruin- 
ous idea," it, behooves you to show. It is enoögh to 
<jeny, that it is admitted, far lees adopted, by Congre- 
gationah'sts, Prösbyterians, Methodist«, Baptist», and 
other Protestant denominations, who, in common, act 
ityop the principle avowed by- Lord CfeHlingworth: 
"thebibie, I say the biWeonly^is the rcligkm of pro- 
iastaota." The Organization of churches-^Presbyte- 
rian, Co«gregktiortjd aöd Baptist— comprising tbe lar- 
gest portion of theprolestant denominations in thf« coun* 
U$, proceeds oo very diflfercrrt £>rincipfes from tbose of 
y^Juptery Association*, wjth wbifch.yeaevidently iden- 
tify thedi. They reeognise Jb$c* Comb* ab sole 
Hsab aj<d Lawgivbr in H*s Cuvftcto,— aa prescri btng 
tfee grille of faith ap4 pratüoet and ** cüUibg and quali- 
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fyiog for their Station, Ihe officers which He has ap- 
pointed in the church of God. The Organization takes 
place under the care of a presiding and officiating mio- 
ister, by the actuat covenanting, to walk in fellowship 
together and with Jesus Christ, agreeably to His laws 
and subject to His authorily, ofthose wbo arc meraiber* 
of His church. They only are regarded as such who 
either ha ve becn members, in good and regulär standrng^ 
in diflerent Christian churches> and produee their cerf ifi- 
cates that they bave been dtsmissed expressly for that 
purpose, and bear their recommendation, or who by the 
profession of credibte faith in Jesus Christ, and »ftfer 
examioation, prove thttuselres to becalled and choseft 
of Hihi. If unbaptfaed, they are thereupon baptized, 
ndrniUed as members of His church, and coristituted 
such — as they believe all the members of the church" 
of Christ are — by His gift, bf failb, and of the Boly 
Spirit totbem. 

As to the rmmieipal regulations, which they may 
find it convemcft! to adopt, in order to carry out and 
enforce among themselves, the great iaws fcf Christ'* 
house, they daiai no olhcr rigbt or authority than you • 
admit and boast the Protestant Episcopat church of 
these United States did, wheh you say, "her liest ef- 
ferts were made io cohfonn her whole human orgahk 
zation and Iegtsiatio» to tbaf adopted and foliowed by* 
the people of this coootry, in reference to tlwrfr ci?H 
governihent." Now, I wouid very respectfotiy. iti*' 
qutre, whetberyau had made ytturself aoquatnted with 
lhe<prineipfesand-uaage4 which are respeeted by these- 
three respektable* ehrisrtmn detiofriinntions, in the örgtt^ 
mzatjon of their particolar &H*tites ? Certainly, tf 






*n>^ 



17 

you had, you would not have assumed as true, what is 
not die fact, that they proceed as voluntary societies, 
and adopt soch rules and government for themselvea 
as "may suit their laste?* and that too, when you avow, 
that this is precisely what the protestant Episcopal 
ehurch of these United States did, and to an extent 
beyond what any of those churches were ever guilty of 
doing, e.ven to the admission of representatives annually 
elected by the people, who sometimes are not members 
of the Episcopal chui ch nor of any other. 

Your second gratuitous assumption is, that the ehurch 
is frequently called, in the sacred scriptures, thb king- 
domof Christ. You have not produced a Single pAs* 
sage in proof of this assertion. I den j that the ehurch 
is caüed the kingdom of Christ, or "a kingdom," as 
you have it, or that the phrases, "the kingdom of hea- 
ven," "the kingdom of God," denote the visible orga- 
ittzed society of bettevers or ehurch on earth. But as 
you have the general current of commentators witb 
you in support of this opinion, I am willing to let you 
Have all the use you can rnake of this assumption, 
only remärking— that «very passage where the phrases 
" the kingdom/* "the kingdom of God," "the kingdom 
of Heaven," oeeur in ihe New Testament, can be 
shown, by tbe-strict rules of exegecis, to refer, under 
someaspect, to that blessed and glorious State, which, 
Christ and his saintä in heaven are now expeeting, and 
His ehurch on earth awaiting, when His enemies shall 
be made His footstoöl, and when- He, with them, shall 
reign over all the earth; and furtherrr-that these phra- 
ses do not oeeur commonly in ihe writings of the fath- 

ers of the first two centuries, in reference to the ehurch 
2* 
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& thifc world. Nor dW they becorpQ common in thia 
acceptation, until after Origen had allegorized ihc BiUc, 
christianity had becn establisbed by. law in tbe days of 
Constanlioe, tha Hierarchy had been developed, and 
ecclesiastjcal parasitcs begun to flatter itie civil p^vver. 
Thep, but not tili then, tbe notioo of the visihle church 
being the kingdom of Christ, was seized vvith. awiiiiy» 
and formed the Steps on which the Bishop of Romc ns- 
cendcd .to his.Jofty scat, whencc hc Claims, as^Chrisfs. 
vicegerent, to exercisc hi$ Oeeurrtenieal svvay. 

The next. graiuitous assump^n you .m&kc, and 
which, in connection vvith the one first noticed, forms 
tbe very pivot of your whole argunjient, is, tbat Christ 
and his gpostles, use the word chlrch, rnvarialdy in 
one and the same sense, 1o denote the visiblc orgnuized 
society of them that believe. Your wholo argument 
falls to the ground, if, in the passages you quote; the 
Word .is not employed by Christ and bis apostle?, to 
mean the visible organized society of beüevcrs, Thal 
you have quoted their langunge, in the Ben so in \ihicb 
they used it, you have not even attetnpted. to jshow. 
Thus, when you tnisquote Paul «as saying " ile pur- 
chased a church with His ovvn blodd," a very diflorerct 
idea from " tke church of God whicli He hrith- purchnsed 
wfth his öwn blood," as Paul hns it; when- vou snv 
that the church is-called "His body-, i I is spouse, His 
bride, the Lamb's wife, and Christ is the Head of tho 
body, tbe church;" aad again, " there is one body and 
one spirit, even as yc are cnlled in one hope of yoöf 
calling, one Lord, one faitlv. one bnptism, one God and 
-Fathcr of all, who. is above all, and through.all and in 
you all," you never .condcsccnd, even to.aUjcEn.pt a 
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proof,. Chat theso expressiomi all ienetä the.society of 
tfoe Christians, os yijibJy organizeoS m their. *:huroh 
stale in this world, but boldly and confidonily affirm 
** such declarali.ons *t ooce actlie the point, that thc 
cburch iß not of human Organization, but was cstab* 
üshed by Ch'ti9t himself—tbat U cannot be altered: in 
any wav by man, eithcr on the plea of neccsaity, or öf 
aiipposed ädvantago In bcigained." How or by what 
higU: you deduce snch inferenoes frprn the above quo- 
tntioos, il is for your$eh\to»hmv. They ore what lo* 
giciaqs call ciihaf .non+sequitut* or a pelilw j)Hncipü+ 
infcrences that do not fo$ow r .or a begging of the ques« 
tion. 

In common ; \vjth yourself, Prosbytcrians, Congrega* 
tionalists apd Bnptisfs believe, that Christ's "church is 
not of lnunVforming, but h/is becn establishcd by Him- 
aeif, and is rcgulated by well disposcd and well estab- 
lished laws ; ,? but that the passagcs you havo quoted 
prore this, or " seltle thc ppipt," that ihe vvords spouse, 
bridx?, body, &e.,.or the woid church, always mcan 
what vou assume thev do, viz : the visiblo organized 
society, is distinctly, .fprmally, puLlicly"3enied. This, 
as acquainted with the controversy, you must know ; 
and cortainly roerc ordinary respect for those whose 
views you condemn, as well as for the argmnent you 
have advanced, required you to be cautious how you laid 
the foundationof that argument on positions or assump- 
tions not granted, and easily disproved. This was par- 
üculaily and solemnly incumbent on you as a religious 
teacher, in view qi the high claims you assert, and of 
the bold, unqualified, and extraordinary declarations 
you have made and printed in capitata,. that "if thepo- 



aitions advanccd (<by you) cannot fae suafamed, Christ 

HAS LEPT NO CHCRCfl Off T»E BARTH AMIV NO M»H8TKV 
OP RECONCILIATION." 

It will not 4o t alter such an averment, toalledge, that 
in preachmg and Publishing " the sermon," you was 
bot exercising a common right, and seeking only to 
cdify the peoplo of your charge< Thus did Dr. Hobart ,. 
when called to account hy Dr. Linn, öfter he had, m. 
his Companion Jbr the Altar, published in 1804,.exdu- 
ded all non-EpiscopaIian»frotn "the church whicb tbe- 
Redeemer purifies by H« blood, and quickens by Hi» 
Spirit;" charged them with "great güilt;" declared them- 
to be in " immincnt danger," for *' negUgently or wiK 
linjgly continuing in a State of Separation from the Epis- 
copal church ;" pronounced their ministrations "irregu- 
lär and- invalid ; 9 ' aecused them of " wilfully rending 
the peace and unity öf the church, as absolutely con- 
temning the means which God'had appointed for their 
salvalion;" and proclaimed them to*be "guilty of rebel- 
Kon agäinst their Almighty Lawgiver and Judgc ! \ n ' 

You have thrown dbwri the gauntlet, and preached 
and publishcd a discourse, wfiich charges all non-Epis- 
CopaTians with b'emg schismatics and itnpostors, their 
commissions forgefie?, anÜ their* sacraments sacrile- 
gious, and proclaimed, thal if the positions you have 
itäted, and "most fully believe," cännöt bc sustained, 
the very church öf God iiself mtist be ahnihiföted ! ! 

Totr have takeri too lofty gröunA to remäih unnoticed. 
Yoü have challeriged i'epfy. Yöü have advänced the 
boldest assertions*; anrf pfe'öoF, proöp, proof, is right- 
fully expecteef and required from you. You are : met 
in the very threshhold. Your assumptions are denied. 



i 
j 



2t 

For one, l«am freeto confess roy peHect amazetaent, 
t4iat you should have built yoor towering argument 
upon thc sand^ and not dug down to the reck, and 
founded it on the fair legitimate importof the words of 
Christ and His Apos lies, It behooved you to prove, 
that the sense you attäch to the word church, is the 
nght one, and the only one that cau be attacbed to it, 
in the place» you qoote* The original word church, 
in Eph., v r 24-27, which you quote to prove the con- 
tinuance in the world of the visible organtzed society 
of Christians, üH it becomes perfect, does not mean the 
visible church but the whole body of tbe redeemed ; 
those truly united to Christ by faith, as the wife is 
united to her husband ; not the wicked and impenilent 
along with the pious who may be united to your chur- 
ches. 

EquaTIy wide from the mark, isyour quotation from 
Eph., iii, 3v where the word church also denotes, not 
the visible society on earth, comprismg the good and 
bad, but the whole body of the church, Chrisl's spiritua' 
people, both Jews andGentiles^ all gathered into one 
blessed and gloriötis society — "the whole family in 
heaven and earth," as the Apostle expresses himself, v t 
15, by which is " made known to the principalities and 
powers," not of this wonld^ "but in heavenly places." 
U e. to the lofty Orders of intelligent beings in heaven, 
" the manifold wisdom of (Jod" in the scheme of salva- 
tion. 

It is not necessary to refer you to the six different 
primary, andother secondary senses, in which the word 
church is used, both in the New Testament, and by 
uninspired writers. You will find the Fathers TertuU 



lian, Adrerius Marcion, IM*., 4> p. 196, Exhort., and 
Gas li tat. p. 465, Irenaeus,. Z#t& 4, c 72, />. 308, as quo» 
ted by Lord King, and in otber placcs, üaing tte word 
abureb, in the above sonjre of the redeemed, viz : Ihose 
wbo by a sound repentatice and a lively faith, are ac- 
tutlly iotereated in Jesus Christ Your quotafions are 
exceedingiy mal-a-»pro-poa, and your assumptions to- 
tally ftilbout foundation. It might, therefore, auffice 
bere to rest, tili you had repaired the breach in thetn, 
if posatble ; hut I shall prooeed, in my «ext lelter, to 
notice tbe argaraent of your diacoorse, and in theorder 
in which it i& developed. 
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• LEtf ER III. 

t0B ABWMENT »U?TOfcOGIGAI»Y£*90. • 

Rev. and dear sir : 

In preparing tbe way for the presentation of your 
argumenta you say* ibat nothing is left to men, " but 
to become subjects of this kingdom, the church, obey 
its laws and promote its interesls," and that therefore 
it becomes " a question of vast importance to ascertain 
to whom Christ has coramitted the government of this 
kingdom ! Had they successors ? And what are their 
powers and duties ?" 

. If. the power and authority of oiaking laws and go- 
yerningHis church on earth, are. in the hands of Jesus 
Christ, we know with whom we have to do. His laws 
niust be obeyed, and His honor and glory promoted by 
ajl who.beJong to it, We Presby terians, rejoice, along 
with all protesJants, th*t Christ is thb supreme Head- 
and Lawgiver of His church. "The Lord is our 
Lawgiver." We make our appeal to His word. It is 
the. Statute bopk.of His Church. "To the law and to 
tfoe testiiaony, if they speak not according to this word r 
it i& becauee there is no Ijght in them." How happy 
are wo under such a glorjous Headr— the One infallible 
apd infinite Supreme, whom God our Father, endowed 
with authority, when u He gave Hirn to be Head over 
all tftings* to the church, which is His body, (and not 
m*%) the fultoess of Him that filleth all in all !" 

Rut, if the qh|irch has passed out of His hands, and 
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His Hoadship has bcen transferred to others, woe ! 
woe betide us 1 Verily. it does become a questioa, of 
infinite importanoe for us, to know, in wh>se hands we 
are, and whether Jesus Christ ever resigned and traas- 
ferred to tflhers, the power eonferreä ori Hirn. You 
boldly affirm, " that He transferred the power He re- 
ceived from God His Father," and quote in proof of it, 
John, xx, 21, as/ully declaring ih Jis my Father hath 
sent me, even so send I you. You will not aecount me 
uncourtcous, in saying that these words declare no such 
thing. 

Por a moment, it was a matter of perfeet amaze» 
ment, how you could have ever exeogitated such an 
idea from them. The course of yöur remarks in the 
paragraph containing the outline of your argument, has 
been carefully and candidly exaniined to see how your 
mind has reasoned. In the first place yoü use the word 
^Transfer, 1 ' and not '* confer," evidently to say, that 
the power Ho reeeived of the Father, the same He 
conveyed away to His Aposrtes, so "that what Hecon. 
veyed away no longer belonged tö Hfm. This is the 
meaning of the word iransfer, as the lexicographers 
show. ' No one ever dreams of his öwning and pos- 
sessing what he has transferred to anöther. Now 
that Jesus Christ ^ver parted with power that God 
gave Him r and transferred it to others, is most une- 
quivocally denied, and the proof caüed for. In the 
next place, you assnme that the Saviour, by the use of 
the particles " as fr nnd "even so, 79 institutes a compari« 
son between the office in which the Father sent Hiol, 
and the offiee in which He sent His Apostles, insteadof 
expressing the resemblance between His mission and 
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tJieirs. The words. mean only, and oannot be tortured 
to mean any thing more thauo, that He>,would as cer- 
tainlysend them His missionaries or messengers, as the 
Father had sqnt Him, There is not here, one. word 
said about power of governing the church, or Headsbip 
in it, or any such thing, We must refer to other pas- 
sages to ascertain . what was the mission to which He 
would commissien thenty and what were the points of 
resemblance between His own and theirs. 

You seem, however, to be, aware, that the passage 
does not so fully declare the transfer you affirm ; for 
you have constructed an argument to prove its. mean- 
iog to be such, ajad again you are foupd assuming what 
is far from being correct. You say, " every thing. that 
could be possessed by a mere human being, was given 
by the Saviour" — meaning to the apostles; .This is the 
major proposition of your syllogism — the foundation of 
your argument, which it bebooyed you to prove* It 
is not tbe fact, either in the unqualified form, or even 
with the limitations U> the husiness of governing the 
church— in which you mo^t probabjy meaqt it to be un- 
4erstood — that the Savipur.hadgone to the extent pf 
omnipotence in imparting the qu^lifications, authority 
or gifts, which might have been imparted to a mere hu- 
man being. Should you attempt to prove it, you will 
find the proof infinitely more difficult than assertiou. 
Here then, is an essential flaw in your argument. It 
is utterly good for nothing tili tbis, your major propo- 
. sition, is established. 

Having, however, assumed it, you bring forward 
your minor, which you State in these words: " He (L e. 
Christ,) was as the apostle declares, the Head of the 
3 
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body" Then follows your conclusion, with an infe- 
rence frorn it. Consequently this Headship was trans- 
ferred, and alt the power necessary to preserve and 
regulato the body." To have made your argument 
intelligible, and logicaUy conclusive, you should have 
affirmed Christa Headship of the body to be orte of 
those things which being possessed by Htm, He could 
transfer to a mere human being. Having so affirmed, 
you should have proved, and not assumed, it. Yoor 
argument then would have been in regulär syllogistic 
form. 

Major — Every thing that could be possessed by a 
mere human being, was giveti by the Saviour to His 
apostles. 

Minor — But the Headship of the body, which ac- 
cording to the apostles, Christ possessed, could be trans- 
ferred to them. 

Ergo — This Headship was transferred. 

Had you proved your major and minor pröpositioos, 
your conclusion would have been unavoidable, and you 
might then have drawn your corollary, or inference, 
vis: that with the Headship was transferred "all the 
power necessary to preserve and regulate the body" — 
such power obviously being an essehtial part of the 
Headship. But, instead of even attempting any proof 
of either, you jumble all together, major, minor, con- 
clusion, and inference ! And having done so, bestow all 
your effort at proof upon the inference, attempting by 
the argumentum ducens in absurdum, to pröve the ab- 
surdity that would follow from the cojitrary supposi- 
tion! '| 

The real absurdity seems, however, to have escaped 
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your notiee* " If tbe power to preserve and.regulate 
the body be not transferred with the Headship of the 
body, the body itself," you say, *' must cease to exist, 
and of course the church of Christ come to an end. 
This cannot be." You have avaüed yourself of an 
analogy — whioh logicians will teil you is not an argu- 
ment — taken from the human body, to prove, that as 
it ceases to exist when ite head has no power, so must 
the church of Christ have come to an end,.if Chrifct had 
not transferred His power, as tbe Head of His church, 
to His apostles. This thing of transferring heads, is 
rather an awkward and unintelligible, nay, absurd, af- 
fair, take it ei t her as an Illustration or assertion. 

In endeavoring to con viet of absurdity, and of the guil t 
of annihiiating the church of Christ on earth, those who 
deny that the apostles had the power of Christ' s Head- 
ship transferred to them, in order to preserve and re- 
gulate His church, yoq run into the monstrous absur- 
dity of assuming, that the church of Jesus Christ could 
not have been preserred and reguJated without His 
transferring his Headship. Thus you affirm that He. 
has resigned and imparied all bis own power and au- 
thority in his church on earth, to His apostles. There 
is infijoitely greater absurdity in the idea, that Christ 
couJd not retain His Headship and govern and pre- 
serve His church on earth, after He should go to heaven, 
than in that, whieb Presbyteriansand others strenuous- 
ly maintain, that Christ never transferred His headship, 
or the power to preserve and regqlate His church, to 
aiiy man ox set of men, on earth. 

It may seem absurd to you, that any man sbould 
doubl the power and authority of " Episcopal Bishops," 
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— to use your own tautology — as Christ's transferred 
Headship in his church; but to us, Presbyterians and 
other non-Episcopal denominations, it seems inßnitely 
morc absurd — to say nothing of its presumption — that 
any man should ever think of claiming such power and 
authority. 

That your true meaning has not been mistaken, the 
reiteration of your conclusion, so fallaciously drawn 
from prcmises unconfirmed, plainly shows. You say: 
"It must follow then, that as Christ is the permanent 
Ruler and Head of this body now in heaVen, so are 
those tö whom he transferred His power, permanent 
rcilers and heads on the earth, for he transferred the 
earthly power over his church."' Aids for the world ! 
if the blessed Redeemer has retired tö heaven, with- 
drawn himself from the church below, and transferred 
" the earthly power' 7 over it to mitred heads ! ! We 
have no such belief, but have abundant proof of the 
contrary, as will be presently shownl 

I pause for a moment, to took once rriore at your 
conclusion, and to see how stfangely it has enlarged its 
dimensions, swelling out far beyond its premises. Like 
the polypus, the one head of Christ isdi Vided and grown 
in(o many permanent rulers and heads on the earth!! 
Verily the body becomes monstrous\ and fesembles ve- 
ry mur.h, a certdin many headed beast, which accörding 
to John's prediction, should sustain and carry an apos- 
tate church. 

Your conclusion is too wfde for your premises. It 
makes every "EpiscopalBrshop" ahe&dof the eharCh 
on earth, and Ieaves the -heads to be multiplied wtohoüt 
end. You mttet ifcean, eitber ihät eaöh otie U sacfc in 
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his own diocese, and has the folt aüd iodependeht power 
to preserve and regulato the- church oa earth withift 
that diocese, or that all your •*? Episcopal Bishops," con- 
jointlyand coilectively, are the Heack- Take it either 
way. If the Former, all this boasted Unity öf your 
churches, dwindies inte- the mere fect of having an 
" Episcopal Bishop," though tbey may differ in a thou- 
sand other particdars— just as each Bishop exercises 
hisr headship to regulate bis diocese. If the latter, still 
the Headship and bödy are divided ; for you adimt the 
church of England to be a true church of Jesus Christ, 
the mother whence your church sprung r and the church 
of Rome also, which ts the mother of both, and other 
Episcopal chorches, with which you have no. inter- 
course, and which exercise their Headship perfectly in- 
dependent of you. And that, too, schismatically— as in 
the caee of die church of England — by sep&ratingfrom 
the church öf Rome, and of the protestant Episcopal 
church of the United States, by separating from the 
church of England ! Where tbeb is your boasied Uni- 
ty ? You have no more to. piead or show fot it, than 
thode whom you call separatists and secfaries, because 
they will not recognize the Headship of your " Episco- 
pal Bishops !" . * 

The church of Rome is infimtely more consistent 
than you are, in advanctng this high clahn of Headship. 
ßhe knows no divided Headship— »acknowledging but 
one Head on earth, his Holitoess the Bishop of Rome, 
who olaims to be Christas vicegerent, the regulär lineal 
stcoessor of the apostle Peter, to whom he says Jesus 
Christ gave the keys of the kingdom. All Separation 
from him is schism, and rebellion against the power 
3* 
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of Christa transferred Headship. Verily, if, thcre tnusf 
be an earthly Head, one is better than tnany, «nd i* 
wilt not be long tiH your churche*, aroidst the growiog 
differcnces among yoar " Episcopal Bishops" will be~ 
gin to think so too, und seek atesting place in jpopery y 
or under somo Archbishop, whom they wilt oreate, 
" where they can ösöaptf Böch agitatiwit and feeLfce» 
eure/ 1 as the Roman Claims that he, ac^l .be aloöe> 
does, " ünder the bread .pramke our Saviour t«*a<Je to 
His church, the gates of hell «hall not- prevail against 
it." 

Even the chureb of Efigland~?-4Krwever corrupt and 
ioconsistent kl otber ti^itigs — -is more consistent ihatf the 
protöstant Episcopal church of the United States, in 
respect of the Unity of that transferred H?&dphip of 
which you boasU They recognkze, and have, hat ooe 
Head, the Sovereign of the reaif», be h k*ng or q«eea* 
" The clergy, that is, the bishops and arcbbisbofja» are 
the church, and the kmg is the Head of thChBtttop*; 
that is, he is the chureb, and döes fts it p1eaao|h j&tto 
among its higher and lower Orders; bis authority is un- 
limited and uncontroied " white pariiament, ekototß» tp 
maintain the ecclesiastical Constitution asnow by law 
established." It is in the church of Engtand .tb*U we 
behold the monstrous anomaly of a lay.jheftd {r^oRe of 
tbis berfeafter,) swaying an eccleskistic$l soej^ra more 
despotic than atiy that has ever been olouned t>y>pa- 
triarchs and popes.« The mosfc hnporttot. ßh4»g*», 
wrought in th& constitutione eeremönies, doctriaes, aad 
worship of this^lrareh, were effected by thöMoll of ihe 
Sovoreign, withaut Consulting either the clergy -or« the 
peopte, and often in Opposition to the knowti rcfttimeitfs 
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säd pjr0jt|dices«of botli* The artich admits the .rig&k 
and history proyes it has been exercised, a^d with jjo, 
sparipg hand. . Tbe kifig, it is said, pos&esses " (he pre- 
rfl^üw-w-hiph we se^lcv\>e Ä* Vß n aiways to a.H gpdly 
ßrinces ip Hply Scriptures, by God hinoself ; : that is, 
that they s^hould rt^/e. all states ?yid degreqs, comrnitted 
ta their chs*rge, 5 by God r whejheir; they bo^ecclesiaßtical 
or. temporal, and restrain with tb.e civil ^word, tbeslub- 
bprn and the evjl docrs."* 

, It would have bc^n well lo have looked mpre clostely 
ai the. Headsljip pf ,th$phurch ffom wbich your& sepa? 
rated, and at tho sourge of the power your.churches t 
whpn without a.Bjsbom proposed. to. oxercise> beüfore 
you expressed yojur Jofty claims. With Henry the 
VIIJ, ." Defender of the Faith," and ?? Supneme govcrnr 
or Qf the Church," originatcd the Separation .frorn the 
Church of Rome, who cpnstituted himself, instead of 
bi» Holij^ess, " the» Supreme Head of .the cbujcb," $nd 
took this titjLe \n ifs ecclesiastical sense. 

rla the.-conwiiQn pray^r-bopk pf the chuj;cb .of Eng- 
land^ are preserved two.docurnenUs, iwo important do- 
^umentson tbis $ubjecU . One is the royal dedaration— <- 
prefixed to the articles, several times confirmed, and re- 
maimng to tbis day a standmg^videpce.of the natuve 
of that authority the king clairos a$ .supreme govemor 
pf tbp,Church of England — assufnüyj " the.prerogative 
x>( cbptermming, what is the truedoclrine of the churph.; 
in what sense the articles shall be subscribed.by the 
clergy \ wha.t they shall, apd, sball not preach ^and that 
the bishopß and clergy shajl not rrVeet in (jonvocation ex- 
qept undqr sanction of the broad iseal, xmd that what- 
ever they inay draw up in the form of doctrine, or for 

*Tbe book of the <Ieno:i inatione, ^itbliihedin London, 1835, p. 389, 390' 
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the purpose of discipline, is a mere nullity, xmtkvvt -tke 
royal assent F 

The aecond docament is of a date so reefent aal761, 
in thereign of George III, to whlchhis roajeaty exprev- 
aes it, as his royal will and pleasure, that the four forma 
öfprayerand servke, öiäde for the 5th öf November,, 
the 30th of January, the 29th of May and the 25th of 
Oc tober, he incorporated with the book of cotamo» pray- 
cr, and used ycarly, on thesaid days, in all the cathedra I 
and dollegiate churches and chapels, in ai! chapels of 
Colleges and halls wkhin both the universittes, and of 
the Colleges of Eton and Winchester, and in all parish 
churches and chapels throughoot the Kingdom." "The 
leing's mandatein fact, is the Alpha and Omega of every 
thing in the Church of England; nothing can be entered 
upon without his license first hufnbly sought, nor coh- 
cluded without his approbation."* 

Excuse me for dwelling on this point, since lt*e Head- 
ship of your church and the power yöu possessare de- 
rived thrpugh this Channel äecording to your own 
showing. After the restöration of the Church of Eng- 
land back to popery during the days of Mary, it is ft> 
Queen Elizabeth that it again owes it existence. u ll 
was literally her creation — her fiat calTed it intö being, w 
in Opposition to all ihe Bishops, to **the whole convoca- 
tiön, and to both the uriiversities ; that is, in one Word, 
in Opposition to the whole body of the clergy of the 
Iringdom," " as may be seen in Füller and Heylrh.^t 
As to what sortof power the sovereigns of England 
exercised in the church, yöu may learn from the pro- 
clamation of James I, enjoining/"thatafterdivineser> 

*Tbe bot* 0/ the denotninatfons, piibHöhed in London, 1335» p» 3&U 
tVWo Hiötory of Disaenters, 2d ed„ p. 103, y. I, 
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vice, (on the Sabbath;) the people öhoüld not be äis- 
türbed or discoufaged from their läWfuI recreations of 
dancing, archery, leaping, vauJting, May games, Whit- 
suntide ales/ morrfs dänees/arifd s'efting 'up of May 
poles;" and from an ediöt of the same", "thatno prea- 
cher, of what title sofcver, under the degreö of a bfshop„ 
or a dean, at least, dofröm henceforth presume to 
preach in any populär aüditory; the deep pöhtfsof pre- 
destination, electron, repröbaliorr, or of the nniversality, 
efficaey, resistibiliiy or irresistibility öf God's grace; 
but leave thihgs' to be handled rather by learncd men."* 
References migfht be made toother docutnenttf of a 
like character. That ä laVnian, and a woman, should 
control allecdesiastics of a spiritual Hierarchy, and 
determine all the matters they äre to beJieve and ob- 
setve, is one of the strängest äbuses of Deformation that 
has perhaps ever oecurred in the history of hinten af- 
fairs: It is a* streng- practieal refutatron of all your 
high pretensions of having the-power and Headship of 
Jesus Christ transfered and' transmitted doWn through 
the line öf your " apostoJic ^oeeeös^on^ , Verily, with 
such glaring fäets directly in disproof of yonr alledged 
Headship of the Eoglish Brehops, whence and through 
whom you have derived youf assert^d suthör iiy; we 
must be exeused for not being credulobig snoBghtobe 
imposed upon, To a Jayman, ör a woman. is your 
Headship to be traced. From this souröe did the Eng- 
lish Bishop«, to whom you irace it r get thdraathority 
as »hall be further shown in a future letter. 

If yon repudiate this Channel, then youmust trace it 
from the soureß whence oae of your mos tw^rthy pre- 

*Book of denotninations, p. 392. • •' " 
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lates was ready to 4o. The late tnost exeellent Bishop 
White, in " the case of the Episcopal Churches in tbe 
United States considerech," 1782, p. 6, gpeaking of the 
connection of the Episcopal Churches. in th» country 
with the Biphop of London, says : " hisauthority was 
derived under a commUsion front the crown ; which, 
though destituie of legal Operation, found a general ac- 
quiescence on the part of the churches, being erercised 
no further tban to the necessa'ry purposes of ordaining 
and iiceosing mi nisters. Therefore, by the revolution 
which threw off all allegiance to the crown of Great 
Britain, " all former Jurisdiction over the churches be- 
ing thus withdrawn, and, the chain which held them 
together broken, it would seein," says the Bishop, 
" that \he\rfuture continuance eanbe providedfor, only 

by VOLÜNTARY ASSOCIATIQNS FOH UNION AND GOOD GO- 
VERNMENT."* 

The testimony of Bishop White, as an historian as 
to the facts of his own times, will not be questioned. 
What then think you of the source of that power by 
which yQfy Episcopal Churches in these United States 
have been continued aecording to his showing ? Where 
now is your boasted Headship of Christ transferred 
to you, when — notwitbstanding the "ruinous idea" 
that men cpuld associate together, and adopt such 
rules and govemmcnt for.themselves, as roay suit thehr 
tastes, and still be entitled to lay claim to be a part pf 
the churchof Christ" — Bishop White avowed that the 
future continuance of yöur churches, after the revolu- 
tion, could only be provided for, by volüntary asso- 
ciations— «the principle is the same so far as your ar» 

*Seo Smyth on Apostolic f uccespiop» p. SS»* 



35 

gument is concer#ied, whether it be of churches or 
priests or people — for union and good government? 
Is it from your churches that you mean to say this 
ruinous idea "is rapidly passing away ?" 

In my next letter, the theology and hermenuetics of 
your argument shall receive attention. 
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LETTER IV. 

'TÜEOLOGICAIi AND EXEGETICAL, PRJNCIfliES INVOLVEWN THE 

ARGUMENT. 

'S 

Hey; and dear sir: 

The immense importance you attach to the official 

j>ower, with which you claim to be invested, and the 

prodigious practica] use you are disposed to make of 

it, render a thorough examinalion of the grounds on 

which you urge that claim, and of the argument by 

which you endeavor to substantiate it, imperiously ne- 

-cessary. Having, therefore, exposed the want of logi- 

.ca/conclusiveness in your argument — forming the basis 

of all that follows, and designed to prove the transfer of 

Christ'« Headship — it next becomes proper to pay some 

attention to the theological and exegetical principles in- 

volved and assumed in it. 

The conjunctive particles, as and even so, in your 
:text, as you perceive, denote comparison. In under- 
taking, therefore, to deliver a discourse, much more to 
found an argument, in proof of the lofty claims you as- 
sfert from this passage, "as my Father hath sent rne, 
even so send I you," it behooved you to have deter- 
mined, on fair principles of biblical exegesis, what were 
the things which the Saviour compared; whether His 
office and the office of His apostles — His power apd 
theirs — or His mission and theirs. Inatead of doing 
this, you assume that He refers to office; and then, so 
far from instituting a comparison between His office 
4 
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and that of His apostles, you further as$ume them U 
be identical — the one and the same Headship traosfer 
red!! You have evidently, in your own mind, para 
phrased the text, and assumed it to mean, in the vebt 

SAME .OFFICE, AND WITH THE VERT SAME OFKICIAL 
POWER, THAT THE FaTHER SENT ME, SO I SEND YOÜJ fol 

-your argument has no pertinency on any other s Oppo- 
sition. 

All this we utterly deny; and appeal to Jesus Christ 
Himself to be the expositor of His own meaning. The 
fact of His own mission from the Pather — as one di- 
vinely appointed and commissioned, to make known 
His will, and to declare the riches of His grace — is fre- 
quently and niostdistinctly recognized by the Saviour.* 
It was a very essential and favorite truth with Hirn; 
and he lost no suitable occasion to declare the reality . 
of His divine mission. He was, therefore, called,*by 
way of eminence, "the apostle of our profession." 
Heb., iii, 1. The word apostle, you know, means, ac- 
cording to all the lexicographers, a messenger and In- 
terpreter or communicator of the will of any one, sent 
wilh commands or Instructions in relation to business 
of any sort. (See Schleusner, Scapula, $*c.) It was 
in this* office and character, as a divinely authorized 
teacher and revealer of the will of His Father, that 
Jesus Christ was sent, and came into the World— a 
holy messenger — the servant of God, and instructed 
by Him what to declare and do. John, v, 30, and vii, 
J8. 

Now, admitting for one moment, for the sake of argu- 

♦Mat., I, 40; Mark, ix, 37; Luke, ix, 48; Jobn, iv, 34; v, 23, 24, 30, 36 : vi, 38 
«,40, 44, 67; vii, 16; viii, 16, 13; ix, 4-, X, 36; xi, 42 ; xil, 44, 45, 40 ; xiv,94; XV 
»1 . xvi, 5 ; xvii, 3, 18, 21, 23, 25. 
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rnent, what you assume, that the Saviour in John, xx, 
531, refers to office, you cannot eraploy it to prove any 
thing more, than that as the Father made and sent Hirn 1 
His apostle, so did he make and send the twelve His 
apostles. They were all messengers sent to teach the 
will of God, as communicated to them. This is ä very 
different thing from Headship — from ruling and govern- 
ing, The Saviour, while on earth, appeared as a ser- 
vant, and was obedient, PhiL> ii, 7, 8; and said of him-* 
seif, to John, that it became Hira to fulfill all righteous- 
ness, Mut., in. 15, to observe every divine ordinanc^ 
and cocnmandment« This was not Headship. There 
was'no thing like ruling or governing in all his life, " I 
camje down from Heaven," he says, " not to do mioe. 
own will, but the will of Him that sent me," John, vi, 
30. His headship was consequent on bis apostolical 
mission, and the rewarchof bis farthfufness, in the dis- 
charge of its duties. Paul states, that because be tooj- 
uppn bim the form of a servant and became obedient, 
therefore God had bighly exalted him, and given him a 
name which is above every name, and made him IJead 
over all things to his church. It was not tili Christ 
was "raised from the dead, and set at God's own rigty 
hand, far above all principality, and power, and might, 
and dominion, and every name that is named, not only 
in tbis world, but also in that which is to come, and 
bad all put under his feet/' that the apostle says, Gpd 
"gave htm to be the head over all things to the churcb," 
&c. , Eph.i i, 20-28. 

This headship, the Saviour aonounced after bis resur- 
rection; but never as a thing with which he would par^, 
or which he would transfer, tili he should haye reigq?d 
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glbriously and victöriöusly in Kis appointed kingdom; tfff 
he should have destroyed every enemy, even death it- 
self, and delivcred the kingdom into the hands, not of 
apostles, but of God the Father, and God be all in alh 
See 1 Cor., xv, 24-27. It was not until after his re- 
surrecfion, and after he had assembled bis disciples in 
Gallilee — just at the very moment he commissioned his 
apostles, and gave them commandment to go forth zs 
his messengers, lo preach the gospel to every creature 
and teach all nations — that He made known to them his 
lofty authority and power as Head over all things ta 
hfs church* "AU power," said he, "is given unto me 
in Heaven and in earth; go ye therefore and teach all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father and 
the Son and the Holy Ghost; teaching them to observe 
all things whatever I have commanded you; and Jo-J 
am with you alway, even unto the end of the world." 
Mat., xxviii, 19-21. Where is there, in all this, (he 
most remote hint, that Jesus Christ transferred His 
Headshfp on earth to the apostles? or that he gave 
them any authority to rule and govern 1 Their com- 
mission, which constituted them his apostles, his mes- 
sengers, or missionaries/sent by Hirn into the world, 
was limited to preaching the gospel and teaching mec* 
to observe all things that He had commanded them« — 
not their own decrees, nor the canons of the church, 
nor the decrees of Councils, nor the commands of a- 
bishop. He retains the power, and gave the com- 
mands that naust be obeyed; and as it was the business 
of the aposttes, so it is of all bishops, who claim to be 
their successors, to teach men Christ's command«, 
and öone other. In all this, there is not a partiele of 
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proof, that Christ has transferred his headship, and 
given power to apostles and to bishops, to rule and 
govern His churctaon earth. 

The power of rulicg- and governing the church on 
earth, is that which pertains to the teaching of Christ'« 
coittHiaodsy and to the administration of His ordi- 
nances, to thetn who observe the same. Such is the 
boundary of the apostles' power, accurately defined by 
Christ Himself in their commission. lt exactly accords 
with the limits set to His own apostolioal office, to 
teach what God had commanded Hirn. Before, there- 
fore you can avail yourself of this, the apostolic com» 
mission, in proof that your Bishops, or any other, have 
power to rule and govern the church on earth, yoa 
must either admit, that such power is none other than 
what pertains to the teaching of the commands of Je- 
sus Christ, as they are fully and plainly made known 
in the sacred scriptures, and to the administration of 
His ordinances to such a* observe the same; or you 
must prove that Christ imparted some secret commands 
and Instruction to the apostles, after His resurreetion, 
more fully defining their own powers and the duties of 
men, but which, having not been incorporated with 
the written scriptures, are to be transmitted, by tradi- 
tionary revelation, through the line of theoniy true 
apostolioal succession. . 

If you admit the former, you take the common grooud 
of Presbyter ians and all protestants, who cJaim no other 
authority for Chris t's ministers, than as teachers or 
preachers of His gospel, and as authorized to dispense 
His ordinances to those whom they judge, in the ex- 

evcise of a legitknate iudgment, to be observant of 

4* 
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Christ'« commands. This is respectiog Christ as Heai 
and Lawgiver of His church, and claiming none other 
power than what pertains, ctther to the admission, to' 
His visible charch and ordinances, of those, who by 
virlue of their credible profession of faitb in Christa»* 
obedjcnce to i/tm, are judged to be his followe rs~tf 
to the exclosion of thosc, who, in the exercise of a\* 
gttimate judgment, are judged to be none of His, be- 
cause unobservant of His commands. The power of 
teaching, and of declaratively judging, in the applica- 
tion of Christ's doctrines and commands* to the cöfl- 
soicnces conduct and character of men, by means of 
preaching, of dispensing ordinances, and of church ce& 
surcs, is all the power on earth, which Christ hasgiveft 
His ministers. None other than this do we recognize* 
All beyond it, we believe, and declare to be, an Usurpa- 
tion of the power and prerogatives of Jesus Christas 

SOLE AND SUPREME HeAD OP HlS CHURCH. 

Ecclesiastical regulations we regard in no other ligkt 
than as mere municipal regulations, or expedients, ac- 
cordant with the law and order of Christ's church f 
adopted, by common consent as consonant with the» 
doctrines and precepts of Chrwl's word, and fortbepuf- 
pose of carrying out and enforcing more effectually» 
the great commandmentsof our sole Head and La*' 
giver. Whenever any such expedients are foundeon- 
flicting with the commands of Christ, they are ip s0 
facto, null and void. # All claiming to exert power be- 
yond this, whether by human tests and enactmetffe» 
or by virlue of any alledged Headship from Christin 
the church, are regarded as usurpers. This \*tt er 
claim of Headship, as asser ted by the Pope, of Rome, 
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our Confession of Faith proclaims to all the world, 
constitutes him "that antichrist, that man of sin, and 
son of perditk>n, that exalteih himself in the church 
against Christ and all that is called God."* 

You are not willing to take this protestant ground, 
and to lower so greatly the power you claim, for your-* 
seif and for the Bishops of your öhurch. Having re- 
Knquished the protestant ground of your ancestors, and« 
of the early reformers of your church, you are, there-* 
fore, compelled to take the second hörn of the dilcmma, 
and to pass at once over to the popish ground. If you. 
will not admit, with us Presbyterians and protestant», 
the nature and limitations of the power of the ministry 
as above defined. to be those of preaching the gospel, 
dispensing ordinances, and inflicting church censures 
according to legitimate judgment foundcd on Christ's 
laws or commands, exelusively made known in His 
writien word, then, so-far as the terms of the apöstolic 
eommission in Jtfaft* xxviii, 18-20, are concerned, you 
must take the ground of the papist, and maintain, that 
private Instruction, and precepts delivered by Christ to 
his apostles in Galilee after % His resurrection, defined 1 
their füll powers and the people's duties of subjection^ 
which Instruction and precepts, preserved and trans- 
mitted by tradhionary revelation, you and your Bishops 
havc it in charge to require them to obscrve. 

Being no believer in such claims to private inspira- 
tion and infallibility, I call for proof; and in the mean 
time, utterly reject, with abhorrence, every altempt, 
whether of Episcopalian or papist, to found upon the 
apöstolic eommission a claim to Headship in the church 

* Conferaion of Faiih, ckap. 86, $ec. 6< 
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oo earth, by vir tue of any alledged transfer of Christ 1 8 
öfficiäi power and authority. At the time He gave the 
apostles their commission, he claimed himself to be the 
sole and supreme Head, both of His church on earth 
and in Heaven; nor did Ue ever part wilh that sove* 
reignty. 

It seems, indeed, as if you were aware of . (his ; for. 
although you do not adduce it as a quotation in con- 
nection with the notice of the apostolic commission io 
MaL, xxviii, 18-20, part onlyof which you quote, yet 
you refer to the fact of Christ having received all au- 
thority in Heaven and on earth, and connect it very 
fallaciously wilh your text, and what follows about bis 
breatbing on them, &c., attempting thus to prove their 
authority, and investiture with this high office of Head- 
ship, and to refer it to another occasion and incident 
which shall be presently noticed. , 

Having found no trace, or shadow of proof, in the 
apostolic commission, that the Saviour means in John^ 
xx, 21, to teach that the power, or office of His Head- 
ship was transferred to the apostles,, Jet us for a. mo- 
ment advert to John y xvii, 18, .where He expressly 
compares His own and his apostles mission. "As 
thou," said the Saviour, in his prayer to his Father, 
"hast sent me into the world,.even so have I also sent/ 
them into the world." This is a perfect parallel with> 
your text; but we look in vain for any proof from it, 
that the apostles -were entfowed with authority and 
power, such as pertained to Christ's Headshipi Not 
a.word is said about His headship, nor is the most re- 
mote allusion made to it; nor, indeed, does the Saviour 
seem to have his eye at all, on the office either of him-. 
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seif or of his apostles. He had been in the World 
doing his Father's will, delivering his messages, in- 
structing the lost and guiity, and had met with great 
difficulty and temptations, with severe trials and per- 
secution. The World was enraged against him. and* 
he knew wouid crucify him. But he had kept near his 
Pather, and discharged his trust. His disciples he fope- 
saw would be in like circumstances. Thev shoald en- 
counter great tribulation. Many temptations, and in- 
fluences unfavorable to their holiness, should be exerted 
against them by the world. Jast as He had been his 
Father's messenger, in the midst of enemies, so would 
they be His, sent forih in the midst of wolves. He 
feit exceedingly anxious for them, that their faith might 
not fail, and that their holiness should not suffer. He, 
therefore, prayed to his Father, " sanctify them through 
thy truth, thy word is truth," and as an argument with 
God to grant this his prayer, and to secure the sanc- 
ttfication so necessary for them, He urged the resem- 
blance, between their oondition, in this world of wick- 
edness, as his messenge rs, and his own, as he was sent 
by his Father. 

For their sanctification, he actualJy devoted himself 
as a sacrificial offering to God, or, a»he says t sanctified. 
himself thal they also might be induced and enabled, 
through the word, to consecrate themselves to God, 
living sacrifices holy and acceptable to Him. " For 
their sakes I sanctify myself, that they also might be 
sanctified through the truth," v. 19. Where I ask, i» 
there in all this, any thing like transferring his Head- 
ship to them ? Their attainment to holiness and per- 
fection, along with all the redeemed, in the holy joys 
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of that blessed State, in wbich they all might be made 
perfect in one, He in them and the Father in Hirn, 
and that the world might know the reality of his mis- 
sion and the Father's love for them. This was the 
great bürden of his prayer, and the subject on which 
bis thoughts rested. 

And this, too, was the very same object of the desire 
he disclosed to his apostles, when, having referred them 
to their mission, which required so much holiness and 
self-denial and divine influences to sustain them, he 
said, u As my Father hath sent me, even so I send 
you." " And when he had breathed on them," — a most 
significant act to express the deep anxiety of his heart, 
as though hc would impart his own breath and life 
to them — he said unto them, "reeeive ye the Holy 
Ghost." 

The original language is, reeeive ye a holy spirit. 
The article is wanting, and Dr. Middleton, an English 
rector, and learned scholar, will teil you, "here the 
manuscripts uniformly omit the article, the meaning 
being, the influenae of the spirit"* 

The transaction of breathing was undeniably sym- 
bolical, and wasintended todenote, that i'rom Himself, 
their Head and Saviour, their Lord and Life, shoqld 
proeeed, and they reeeive, the influence of that Holy 
Spirit, which He, before hisresurrection, had promised, • 
and which was so essential, to qnatify thenv for their 
ministry as Christ's messengers or apostles. This oc- 
curred immediately after he had said, u as the Father 
hath sent me, even so send I you," and is exactly wh^t 
all Presbyterians, Congregationlists, Baptists, Metho- 

* Middleton op the Gree* artklo, p. «Of, 
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dists, and other Evangelical churches believe and teacb, 
thatwithout the Spirit's influenae, Ibemission and min- 
istry of bishops or presby ters will be ulterly inefficient. 
Their personal holiness, and the Spirit' sinfluence on 
their minds and hearts, sustaining them and blessing 
their ministrations, are indispensable. For these they 
must look to Jesus Christ, whose office and prerogative 
it is to impart them. Where in all this then, is there 
themost remote appearance of Christ' s havingendowed 
them with the Spirit, by any personal imparting or> 
official trust, for their conveying or communicating to 
others 1 

You evident] y understand and preach, that the whole 
transaction was intended so to teach. It is one of the 
foundations on which your argument rests. But it re- 
quires vastly difFerent and more conclusive proof, than 
you have ältempted, or than any of your denominatkm 
have ever fumished, 

What you adduce is gratuitous assertion. "In this 
transaction," you say, " they were raised up to the 
very same office which Jesus Christ himself held. I 
mean that which belonged to him in his human natüre, 
as head and governor of his church. They were to 
supply his place in this respect. Füll power was given 
to them, viz: the eloveo, (for Judas had fallen frona 
his apostleship,) to set in order the things that were 
wanting in the church, and in short, to do every thing 
which Christ would have done, had hc conti nued on 
the earth." It is unequivocally denied, that any such 
Ahings were done in the transaction referred to. A 
Bishop's declaration has no authority, either as an ar- 
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gument, or canon, with us Presbyterians. We must 
have something better than his ipse dixit. 

Having failed egregiously in your proof, that Christas 
headship has ever been transferred, you fail as mach 
in your attempt to prove, that it was transferred to 
the apostles. Your argument is the following: " they 
were selected by the Saviour to be with Hirn, as His 
oonstant attendants and ministers, to preach the gospel. 
They had also, power to baptize, for it is said by St. 
John, that Jesus himself baptized not, but his disciples. 
This was their ürst commission." It is denied that 
ever they reeeived a commission to administer the sa- 
-crament of Christian baptism* tili just before Christ'» 
ascension, Mat-, xxvii, 18-20, which commission was 
one of the acts of His sovereignty as Supreme He ad of 
His church. There is no more proof that the baptism 
of the apostles before the ascension of Christ, was Chris- 
tian baptism, than that John the Baptist's was. But 
take it your own way, and you rank the apostles in 
this their " first commission," with the seventy disci- 
ples; for no one that reads Mat. } ix, 37; x, 16, and 
comparcs it with Luke, x, 1-16, can discover any dif- 
ference in the objeet, nature, and extent of their com- 
mission. " Afterwards," you say, " they reeeived au- 
thority to commemorate our Lord's sacrifice on the 
cross, when he directed jhem, at his last supper, to do 
as he had done; that is, to bless the elements of bread 
and wine in remembrauce of Hirn. "This was their 
second commission." 

From which one of the Evangelisls did you learn 
that the apostles were directed or commissioned by the 
Lord, " to bless the elements of bread and wine in re- 
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membrance of hitn," There is nothing like it in M at- 
d»eivr, Mark, Luke or John ! Nor in the commispkxi 
vrfireh the Lord afterw*nis, by special reveiatioa, garte 
to Paul ! It is surprising, «vith wfaat tooseness you 
expressyourself, and faow, in your paraphrases öf scrip* 
tu*e, you assign meaning to the language of the saered 
Kraters, which cannot besustained by any correct prin* 
ciples of biblical exegesis ! 

But you advance to a third, and ttUl a fourth com- 
tnission. Iudeed, you ooght to have had a filth, >to 
make the series coraplete. *' This, :? you say, ''was 
again enlarged prior to the ascetfsion of oür Saviom 
He thea declared to thorn that all power was given to 
htm in heaven and an earth* and therefore neue could 
question or deny his right to transfer or delegate hfe 
authority. He, therefore^ said to the apostles, as my 
Pather hath sent mc," &c. Now, sir, truth require* 
me to eay, he did no such thing. What he said about 
his authority in heuvcn and on earth. is found in JYIaL, 
MX, 18-20, and not in John, xx, 21. You havc taken 
the preface and foundaiioti of the apostles' coirmiissiott 
in Matthew, to preach thegospel, baptizoand tench the 
nations iiis commands, and though not adduced as a 
quotution, yet madc ii the preface- and foundation of 
his procedure — noticed in John, xx, fcl — in intimating 
to'thern their mission, b>*eatbing on them, say'ing r&&> 
ceive the Holy Ghost, and dedaring that he wouid 
aanotion their exercise of church censure or dis<*tfiline f 
undor the guidance of his holy spirit, — the utmnst öf 
what he means, and of what the. apostles ev«r at* 
tempted, in the Way of their remitting and retaining 
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The two transactions were not tbe same, There ir 
bo proof at all that ihey occurredon the same occasioo. 
You are not at Uberty to assume that they were or 
did, and» therefore, eitber you should have proved 
tbem identical or referred to Mut-, xx, 18-20, as their 
fourth commission, before the fifth and füll and final 
one on the day of Pentecost, when you say they got 
füll power. 

Besidc, you confound the meaning of words, and use 
transfer and delegate as synonymou». On this assumed 
identity of meaning, you claim for Christ a right to do 
what we deny he did, and what, for your argument, it 
is indispensable you should show he did. You will 
not find theae words used synonymously in any cor rect 
writer, 

It does not follow, that. because Christ may have a 
right to delegate authority in this. or the other respcct, 
to bis apostlcs, therefore y as you assume, he has ao 
tually transferred the whole of his earthly headship 
to the apostlcs» You cerlainly will not indorse such 
logic, or such exegesis, or such theology. 

Tho comparison you instilute between the descent 
of the HoJy Sj)irit on Christ, at his baptism by John, and 
tbeapostlqsconsecration to their ofBce, betrays the same 
looseness, of logic, theology and scripturai interpreta* 
tion. Havingassumed that "the apostles were admilted 
to the exercise of this power, (of Christ's headship,) in 
the very same manner in which our Lord enteredupon 
bis offbe," and having noted the point of resembkne^ 
not the sameness of minner^ to have been in the fact 
that "He did not entcr upon his dutics as a public 
teachcr, until the Holy Ghost feil upon him and aaoiafr 
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eä bim Tor the office," you add, u hence St. Paul says, 

no man taketk this lionor unto himself, but he, that is 

called of God, as was Aaron. So also Christ glorifit i 

not himself to bea high priest, but He that said unto him, 

thou art my Son, to dty have I begatten ihee" The two 

subjects are as widely different, asthe poles are distant, 

from each other. Paul did not say, what you quotc 

from him, in view of what you assert. 1t was not 

hence at all that he made that remark, nor from any 

such Jjke considerations; nor can you make Paul'g 

rtieaning in Hebrews, to flow hence at all. 

The apostle is comparing the priesthood of Christ, 
with that of Aaron and of M eJchisedec, and not thb 
apostlrship, of Christ, and of his beloved disciples. 
You assume their identity f and found your argument 
on that asßumprion. We ulterly deny their identity, 
or even resemblance, and in due season, when your 
argument leads the way, «hall show that it is not a de* 
nial without cogent reasons. 

What you say about " the actual visible setting apart 
of Christ, and of the apostles for their office," I do not 
fijlly understand, though I have trted toascertain your 
meaning. You say, ** they werenot to enter upon the 
duties of the office which Christ had tYansferred to 
them, until they had received, in afull and open rnai> 
ner, the Holy Ghost. Prior to the ascension of the 
Saviour, they had received the power to act as apostles, 
but not the gifts necessary to fit them for discharging 
the duties connected witb the office. The former, viz: 
ihe power, was given when Christ breathed oa-them, 
aodsaid, receive ye the Holy Ghost— the latter, viz: 
the gifts, oft the day of Peutccös*. Hence, they were 
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commanded not to depart Crom Jerusalem, but to watl 
for tho promise of the Father, which saith Christ, ye 
have- heard of me. The Hoiy Ghost descended on the 
Sftviour at bis baptism, and be declared that the apostles 
sbould also be baptized wilh the Iioly Ghost, not maay 
days hence, which took place, as I have already re- 
marked, on the day of Pentecost." 

What distinction tbere is bctweeo "power to act as 
apostles/ 9 and gift* nbcessary io fit tbem for disehaig- 
ing the duHes connected mth the ofice" it is for you to 
show. According to your otvq sbowing, the apoäüe» 
Ware not qualiäod for the discharge of their du lies, as 
apostles, tili tbey had received the miraculous gifts o/ 
the Spirit. "Their power was enlarged," you say f 
14 on three different occasions," but not until the day of 
Pentecost, did tbey receive " the füll power which 
Christ possessed;" yct, you say, that prior to the day 
oC Pentecost, füll power was given to them ! 

What that füll power is, you have not told us. At one 
thne, it is the office; at another time, the Holy Ghost; 
at another, the gifts of miracles; at another, the minis- 
terial gifts; and at another, the broad seal o( heavea to 
thair commission. Wo must have somothing much 
roore definite than all this. You seem to be at a loss 
in defining it yourseif, though claiming to exercise it. 
And no wooder! for it is enough to make any frail 
roottat gid Jy, and to turn the bead of any onc who 
tMnks he possesses and presumes to exerciso it. Aod 
that you roust have beext bewüldered by it, is manifest; 
for after ha v ing told us of tbe threefold conimisskm of 
the apoitles r and of their public visible introduclioo to 
tto «postolio offioe on tbe day of Pebteoost, you sdd: 
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"and to place tbe power the Saviour transferred to 
them be yond all dispute, and that ewry one mtght re- 
cognize the rrght to rule and govern tbe church, h% 
further <leclared to them, I appoipt unto you a kmg- 
dom, as my Father, hath appoioted unto me. Here, 
then, we have the fouudatioo of the Christian ministry. ] 

This solemn transfer of our Saviour's power to the 1 

apostles, to govern and rufe the church, was the broad i 

seal to their commission to preach the gospel." It was 
long before the day of Penteco&t that the Saviour \ 

gave nolice of appointing to .the apostles; a kingdora 
and the time when tbey ahould be put in possession of 
it also, is distinctly declared— not at the day of Pent£- 
,cost — not in this 3rorld«-4>ut only at the day of judg- 
ment. See Mai., xix, 28; Luke, x?ii, 30, the verse 
next to that you quote; Rev., ü, 26 and iii, 21, whence 
you will learo that the kingdom is something very di£- 
ferent froin a •" Bishop's thron§." 
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EWSCOPAL CLAIM TD TOB fftlESTtfOOD, AN* TOB NATttftK OF 

ordination. 
Rev, and dear sir: , 

You are careful to assert, that the power of Chr ist's 
headship was not traosferred to others beside the apos- 
tjes« Havifjg shown tbat you bave failed to prove it 
wap traosferred to the apostles, your denial of it to 
others. would not bave demanded any attention from 
ue, bad it not been for the ose you attonipi^in common 
witb.au who claim such Ipfty power for prelates, to 
xnake of the case of tbeseventy disciples commissioned 
by Jeans Christ Altbough obacurejy done, yet your 
obfcct, following in (ho track of tbe great body of prela- 
tieal w riters, evidently is, to draw a comparison be« 
tween tbe pries! hood of the Jewisb, and the ministry 
of the Christian church. You say, " the sevepty wbo 
bad been sent oqt by the Saviour to preach, bad no 
partin it. They were not mentioned, as their com- 
BiissioJi had expjred prior to tbe crucifixion of Christ. 
Bot you will observe, tbat so long ob the Saviour ex* 
^roited the office of High Priest, and before He trans- 
ferred it to the Apeatks, immQdiatelyprcceding bis as- 
MQaion, there were thnoe grades in the ministry, as 
waä the case kl theChureh under the Jewish dispensa- 
t»B. Christ— the High Priest; the Apostles— the 
priest s ; ond the seventy— the Levites. The Apostles 
did not reach the highest grade, so long as the Saviour 
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dxercised any ministerial authority on tbe earth, bot 
were ruised up to it as He was about returniog to 
heaven. Tbey then stood as Hji representatives, and 
arranged tfce Mloistry, aj will bejealter appear, after 
the modei whicb He hiioself had /ojlowed, viz: in ao 
cordance wjlb the Ministry of ibe Churcb as it exisied 
prior to His coming." 

All this is assertioD. And what is worse, Hin made 
on thc faitb of prelatical writers, without tbe least 
fhadow of evidence from the sacred scriptures; yea, 
with gl a ring evidence to tbe contrary \ Where is the 
proof that Christ ever consummated on earth thc daties 
of the office öf High Priest? And where, that, having 
done so, and having transferred it to the apostles, he 
left the office behind him? Tbe aposile Paul, in the 
most explicit manner, asserts that He is now discharg- 
ing, in heaven. tbe Functions .of that office.* The Func- 
tions of that office are such that they cannot be Fully 
discharged on earth. -" IF be were on earth," says the 
apostle most-unequivocally, "he would not be a priest, 
seeing that there are priests that offer gifts according 
to the la%v." Heb. y viii, 4. He in tei»Fe red not white on 
earth, with the ftinetions of -the Jewish high priest, nox 
with any of the Aaronical priesthood. The law or- 
dained ihem, and they were types öf HimseH*. He re- 
spected them,inthe dlscharge of their offieiäl duties. 
Thc sphere eFHis priesfhood Hes not in the earthly tem- 
ple, but in Heaven. -For not utttil be retur-ned thitber 
did he com me nee -sonne oF the more wnportant func- 
tions oF His office as "High Priest ^Four proFession." 

*4ee Heb., ü, 17 \ iü, 1 )ir, H~10j t«, 9148* 
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How absurd, therefore, to talk of His transferring bis 
öffice of High Priest, to the apostles. 

The unscriptural character of such a pretence, ap- 
pears to" me even more shocking than its absurdity. 
For what, I ask, were the duties and fnnctions of the 
High Priest 1 Paul shall ans wer, who has fully dis- 
Tussed this subject in his epistle to the Hebrews.. To 
hiro, but to no preiste on earth, will we go for instruc- 
tioa in this matter. " Every high priest is ordained to 
ofibr gifts and sacrißces. Heb., viii, 3. " Every high 
priest takea /Vom among raen is ordained for men in 
thiogs pertaining to God, that he may off er bolh gifts 
and sacrißces for sins. He ought, as for the people, so 
also for himself^ to offer for sins" Heb., v, 1-3. " A 
merciful and failhful high priest in things pertaining to 
God, to make reconcitiation for the sins of the ppople. 
Heb., ii, 17. The appropriate, peculiar» emphatieduty 
of the Jewish priesthood, therefore, it appears frorn the 
sacred scriptures, was to offer sacrißces for sins, You 
will not pretend, that this is the duty of the episcopal 
priests, or in any way forms a funetion of their office. 
Should you for one moment iraagine it, the apostle 
Paul will quickiy rebuke the fancy. Every priest, says 
he, standeth daily ministering, andoffering, oftentimes, 
tbe same sacrißces, which can never take away sins; 
but this man, (Jesus Christ,) after he had one red one 
sacrifice for sins, for ever sat down on the right hand 
of God, from henceforth expecting, tili his enemies be 
made his footstool, for by one oflering he hath per- 
fected forever thec» that are sanetified." Heb. x, 1 1-14. 
It ig not, therefore, in tbe appropriate fenetioqs of the 
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priest's nffico. that you can trace the analogy between 
Jowish nnd Episcopal priests. 

It is through Jesus Christ, out High Priest, now of* 
ficrating in Heavcn, that we draw nigh to God. If 
we are to have high priests on earth and priests below 
them, we would be removed to a greater distance from 
fhe t'ironc of grace, than were theancient Jews. Our 
privilrges are diminished. You will notclaim 10 be the 
medium of access to God, through whom acccptable 
worship is to be rendered, as was Ihc High Priest. 
Jesus Christ will contradict you. It must consequent- 
ly be in the thrce orders that you trace the analogy. 
You have not, however, stated this distinctly, hav- 
ing traced the analogy only while Christ was on the 
earth, and had the subordinate ministry of the seventy 
disciplcs, whirb ministry, nevertheless, you say, in 
corrtradiction to some of your Episcopal writers, ex- 
pired by its own Hmitation, We are left to infer from 
w"hat you say, that the apostles were advanced to the 
highest grade, that is, to the High priesthood of Jesus 
Christ — that aftcr them, came the Bishops, who, you 
say, are 'their successors — and that the Episcopal 
priests correspond with the Jewish priests, and the 
Episcopal deacons with the Levites. This is the argu- 
ment of prelntical writers generally, some of whom 
pronounce it demonstrative; others, presumption; oth- 
ers probalulity. 

In reply to this argument, itis affirmed, in the boklest 
and most unqualified manner, that the New Testament 
writers, in n<> instnnce whätever, run acomparison be- 
tween the rank, office and duties of the priest ly minis- 
try of the Old Testament and the ministry of the New. 
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Let the passage where,they do it, be produced. Wei- 
ther dp.thcy even intimate, that the priests ünder the 
law were a type of the ministry of the gospel. They 
were types of Jesus Christ, and of the effects of Hjs 
mediation, but not of His ministers.. What Paul says 
Heb., viii, 5, of the priests pnder the law, " Who serve 
unto the example and shadow of heavenly things" set- 
tles this point. The Heavenly things of which he 
speaks, as the whole context shows, are not the minis? 
try of the New Testament, but the substance, the real 
thing which Jesus Christ has dqne for the redemption of 
sinners by His sacrifice and jntercession, and their 
blesged effects in the salvation of sinners. Neither are 
the ministrv of the New Testament ever called dis- 
tinctively, priests. The term, in no solitary instanoein 
the. New Testament, is used as a term of office to de- 
aignate the ministry, nor was it^till in the s^cond Cen- 
tury, the idea was conceived; to make the Christian con* 
form to the Jewish cburch. Jt was used for incrcasing 
the power of the elergy.* In thecases where it is meta- 
phoricaüy used, 1 Pet., ii, 0,-afid Rev. t i, 6, itdesigtiates the 
whole body of the redeemcd — private membcrs as well 
as public funetionaries of the church* and has refurence 
to a different State of things entirely, than to the rights, 
functions, dulies, and relations to the visible Church> of 
an order of her ministry. 

There is not the slightest shadow of a Warrant for 
designating, the communion table as the altaF, an<f i ts Cle- 
ments of bread andwine as a sacTifice. Not a note or 
brea thing of priesthood or of priest, of altars or of sacri- 

*8ee Moeheim** Eectoiastical History, v. 1 p. 117, 118, 133 
Waloiii« Aletfsuliui, De Epiiwoyij und Presbyter» Diss., p. 102. 
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fices, nor any sacrificial langaage and ceremonies 
taining to divine worship and the sacrameuts, to whieti 
the Hierarchy are so attached, are to be found in 
the New Testament. These, in your ritual, are mere 
empty names, having been retained in your^Kturgy; 
adopted at a time wheo tbere was as much popery 
in the church of England, as thcre was before Henry 
the VIII, the first distinctively supreme head of the 
church, quarrelled with his Holiness the pope. 

The Roman is by far the most consistent. He make* 
the terms priest, altar, sacrifice, as fully significant, 
when applied to the New Testament ministry and sa- 
cramenis, as they were when used to denote the Jei^- 
ish. The Council of Trent have not accommodated 
the meaning of the words — retaining the names and 
discarding the substance — btit boidly affirmed, that 
there is no real difFerence between the sacrifice of 
Christ, on the cross r and in the mass — t\\e difference 
being only circumstantial, the one an offering madeby 
Himself, the other by the Ministry of the Priests.* 
Stich ground you cannot take, ahhotigh the tendency 
that way is very strong, among the Oxford Tractators 
and their advocates, both in Great Britain and in tha 
United States. 

Where, then. do von find the anologv between the 
Jewish pricsthood and the Christian ministry t Sirtiply 
in the three Orders: 

Typ« or Shadtw. Antutype or Substance. 

High Priest — Jesus Christ. High Priest — Bishops. 
Priests. Priests. 

Levites. Deacons. 

•Hitt. Concil, Lib. 6, p. 405. 
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" Who that intended tö inslilute a set of resemblan» 
«*, would evor dream of appoiming a numerous body 
of Levites to represent a numerous body of deacons — 
a numerous body of priestg to represent another nu- 
merous body of priests; and then finish by putting at 
the head of his System, a Single high priest, to represent 
an order of ten thousand Bishops 1 Nay, if the Epig- 
pocal argument here is sound, it concludes mueli more 
foreibly in favor of the papal than of the Hierarehy of 
41 the Protestant Episcopal Church." The former pos- 
sesses in her single pontifF, an essrntial feature of tht 
type, which the Jaltcr, by her order of Bishops, has 
perfectly obliterated.' r * It was well and unanswer- 
ably askcd by the iatc Dr. Mason, whcn compnring 
the Jewish Priesthood and the Episcopal Orders, u now 
in whaf do fhey resemble cach other ? Did the High 
Priest ördain the priest s? No. Did he confirm the 
peoplel No. Hud he the etclusive right of govern- 
mentl No. On tho oth.'r hand ; Do the Bishops dis- 
charge any duty analogous to the oflering up the year- 
!y samfioe on the great day of expiationl No. Havo 
they the peculiar priviJege of entering into the imme- 
diatc presence of God 1 No. Is the order of God at- 
taehed totheir personst or have they any special right of 
declaring ihe Di v ine will? No. He who has sagacity 
enough to deteet, in the appropriate funetions of the 
High Priests, any thing that deserves to bd caüed a 
type of the funetions appropriuted to a Christian 
Bishr>p, can never be at a loss for types and aniitypes 
so long as any two objeets remain within the Bible or 
without it. Their prerogatives and offices aro so 

*Ciirisiian's Magazine, v. I, p. 314. 
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absolutely .dissimilar, that to tnake ooe an Unage of 
the other, is to pour overwhelming ridicule upon tbe 
wboie «ystem of typical ordinances. The success will 
not be mach better, if we go down to the second and 
third grades of the priesthood. If the reader has an 
hour which he cannot emptoy rpore profitable, be tnay 
tbrow it away in hunting for li kenesse s between the 
priests of the law and of the Gospel, between the Le* 
vite and the Episcopal Deacoo,"* 

Yet, with all this absolute dissimilarity in functions 
and duties, you have asser ted, that Jesus Christ trans- 
ferred bis office of High Priest to the Apostles; and 
made it part and parcel of your argument to prove, that 
He gave to the Apostles only "ihe power He had re* 
ceived of the Father.". You say "this point theo is 
clearlv settled, that the Apostles.held the only ministry 
which was of Jesus Christ. Not only the power to 
rule and govern the Church, but of course, it must also 
follow to continue the sarne power, h not, there never 
has been any authorized ministry in the church, and all 
who profess to be commissioned as ambassadors of 
Christ are gross impostors. There can be no escape 
from such a conclusion. ,, Not so fast, my dear sir.— * 
Escape is the easiest thing imaginahle. You scem to 
häve been starlled yourself at your boldness, as though 
yöu had probably gone too far; for you add in the ve- 
ry next breath, *\For I have endeavored to show you, 
on the authority of the word of God, that Christ gaw 
the power which he had recehed of the Father, only to 
ihe Jipnstles" Now, something more than "endeavour 
to show/' this was necessary; especially, when you so 

* Christian Magazine v. I, p. 320. 



böltily affirm, that escape is impossible fronn tbe odiooft 

cönclusion, to which yau design, by yourargumeat» t0 

«bot up all non-Episcopally ordained ministers, viz: 

the admission of their being nothing but "gross uäpqö* 

Tors," You may say you did ftot name nie; nor s^Y 

toy thing against me; and profess personal -regard as 

heretofore; but you meant us all, You have raised 

the cry of impostors, against all of us* Who have not 

been ordained, by those who you say äre the only true 

minist ry, the lineäl successors of. tbe Apostlesu I would 

much rather a man shouid call me an impostor, a thief, 

or a knave, at once, in an open manly maoner, than to 

publish such a descriptioo of me as would characterizs 

me by my known favored opinions,' and as .would cause 

etfery one eise to understand, that you regarded, and 

could not but regard, me as an impostor, a thief, and 

a knave, and that tbey ought also to do so, and then 

Wben calted to account for sucir covert charges, to 

say in the true spirit 6f cowardice, why t sir, I did* not 

name you. 

I am not so blind as not to perceive that the charge 
you have made, appJies to me, jusias trüly as if my 
name hnd been mentioned. Nor am I vain enoughj 
»or able, on the ground of personal profession soff riend- 
ship; nor atail beciruseof them, disposcd to regard my- 
gelf as separated from my brethre«. The libel, I ose 
tbe word \n the ecclesiastical scnse, is sodra^n up, that 
you and your friends; and alf'whtf'lhtdk wilh you, may 
fill the blank with whatever name best pleases you. 

You iiave made a stipposttion, which you really be- 
lieve; and on the allcdged, and as you say, demonstra- 
tadproof ofthat charge, you pronounce Presbyteri«i r 



64 

Methodist, Baptist, Congregational mi nisters, - 
impostors." You have made an unqualified remark, 
You have not evcn thought it proper, toguard against 
the force of the allegation you have horled against us, 
by the admission, that ignorance might save us front 
the charge of intended deception. Your negier. t lo 
do so makes the charge more palpable and direct, for 
you must be aware, that the design to deceive is an es* 
sential item of the proof, necessary to convict us, of be- 
ing gross impostors. Your knowledge of criminal 
jurisprudence, 1 should have thought, would have made 
you more cautious. If you do not believe that we are 
all gross impostors, your whole argument and dis* 
course are fictitious; for you say, the concluskm una- 
voidably flows, from the premises which you affirm and 
know, we do utterly deny — rejectrng, as we do f the Or- 
dination you have attempted toprove to beessential tc 
the only true ministry. 

Surely, you do not think, that we will sit still under 
such a charge, and albw the whole weight of yoör inr 
fluence, with your people and the public — to strike from 
beneath us our foundations — to destroy the populär con- 
fidence in us as ministers of Jesus — and to hold us i'orth 
to the scorn of the Church and world, as gross impos- 
tors! Your immediate friends may attempt lo coa- 
strue this defence mlo an attnck« and make a faise issue 
before the, minds of the public between us; but it will 
not do. You are the assailnnt— assailant by the whole* 
aale; and to attempt to secure sympathy, by construing 
me to be the aecuser, is altogether too weak and dis- 
tngenuous for me to think that you will undertake H> 
da I am persuaded you will not retreat in this way, 
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Mut that eithcr you are prepared, to substa&jiate fuUy, 
the qharge you have made, or, tfiat you will tajie bfl6)r 
the offensive^expressions, and ack^owledge tfuU tj#y 
were rashly and inconsiderately used. 

Yqu cannot think, that after such languagQ, and qtire-' 
caHed, wc can.well be deceived by the weafc pretenae 
.that you fespcct. u# non-JBpiscopally ordaiued mini*» 
tera as mcn and Christians, and would not append the 
tiame of any one of us to the general accusation. For, 
«bould you make ihis plea; eilher it would prove tha$ 
you do nol, after alJ, believe and act upon your own fa- 
foritedoctrineofthesuccession; or, you must withdraw 
the charge and amend it by substituting that of veniaj 
igoorance; or, admit, that you profesa and teach, that 
that good Christians, whom you respect and love, ai$ 
nevertheless gross imposlars — one of the three. 

Because we Presby terians and others, whom, it is 
«aid, you actually, in your discourse, named and das- 
sed with Mormons, will not admit — that Jesus Christ haß 
transferred His headship in the Church on earth, to the 
Apostles — or lo Episcopai Bishops*— or that He has giv- 
eo them the soJe power to rule and govexn iheChurch, 
except as they sbould continue the same power — or 
that the three Orders of your clergy, correspond with 
the Jewish priesthood, and were, in fact, typefied by 
it, when we cannot find one iota of resemblajace.be- 
tween them in any respect whatever— or (hat tbe 
Apostles have transmitted the powerof Christ 1 « head- 
fhip, on the ea;th arid of His high priesthood, Wq, 
through the Bishops, as the soiechannei through whioh 
power or authority to preach His Gospel arid to act a» 
iHia ambassadors, ,can flow— tfaerefare, ibfsopth, itre, 
6- 
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who say we are embassadors for God, and pray mcn in 
Christ' 8 stead lo bo reconciled unto God," are verily 
gross impottors, and tltere is no possibihly of escape fcr 
us from such a conclusion ! 1 Verily, thc scowl &f tbe 
Community ought to be upon us ! Every upright and 
godly man ought to shun us \ You havc hissed upon 
us y iho dogs of war» lt is marvellous lhat aoy decent 
person would attend on our ministrations! and yet 
more marveltous, that therc is not an universal rusJi 
from < ur churchcs, whorc such imposition is plnyed ofi, 
ioto the 4 *ark of safefy," thc Episcopal Church !!!!!! 

But these dogs do not bark. We are not placed ia 
auch dreadfül straits. Thc cords of your argumeot 
are no better than the Liliiputians, and wc are not evea 
aware that ihey bind us. Tbere is not a single posi- 
tion of your argument which you have proved. Tb« 
assumptions on which it \$ based, or which are invol- 
Ted in it, are equally without evidence, and havc bees 
proved by us, to be fnllacious. We laugh nt the ideaof 
there bei ng no authorized ministry in thc Church; and 
of all being gross impostors, but those who have their 
commission from tho Apostlc*' successors, to whom 
Christ's Hcadship has been trnnsferred. 

We aecount the wholü thing to be just as ridiculous 
as it is tisurpatious, nnd will teil you how wc obtained 
our commiision, and how we believe evory true min- 
ister of Jesus Christ must get his töo, who would not 
be found running without being sent. But prcviously, 
allow me to say, that while I repel, as J thitik, withde» 
served severity, the Charge of gross imposition brought 
igamst all of us who have not been Episcopnlly ordain- 
ed, I take pleasure to acquit your heart from any design 
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to blander us. I prefer to think, that you have beenbe- 
trayed into rash expressions by your argumcnt, and 
have said, as the Bishop, and in your zeal for the Bish- 
op's powers, what you will unsay as the Christian, for 
whom, though I censure your langnage, and condemn 
your argumonf, and repel your accusalion, 1 still will 
entertarn a kind rogard. 

The supreme power or beadship of Jesus Christ on 
earth, has never been-patted with by Hirn. See Rev., 
ij, 1 ; iii, 7, 14, and Col., i, 12. He is still thebead of 
His body — the chureh. It is His prerogativo, as in the 
dayö of His fiVsh, to call to that work, the ministen of 
His gospel. This He does, by the special influenee of 
the Holy Spirit, voucbsafed to them, whom II e will have 
to serve Hirn in His gospel— ineüning their minds and 
bearfs to fhe work— affecting them with ri^ht motives 
and views — »pressing them with a sense of Obligation — 
endowing them with appropriate gil'ts and quaRfications, 
imparted by Urs Spirit, and in His providence — and 
leading tbcm to the sphere of labor He lias allotted to 
them. 

It is His, and His oxclusive prerogntive, tö call and 
commission His own embassadors. What a ridiculous 
idea, that they can be His embassadors, who äxe not ap- 
pointedl and sent by Himself ! Bishops or Presbyters 
have not the power-or authority toconstitute any one 
an embassador of Jesus Christ. He does this, in the 
first instance, by His divine call and the influence of 
His Holy Spirit. All offering to enter the ministry, 
must claim to be cnlled öf Jesus Christ. 

To prevent all imposrtion in this matter, Jesus Christ 
has given authority to His chureh lo examine the cre- 
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4entials of thosa irfho daim to be His auniaters,-aiMi 
prescribed tlie requisite qualifiations as a ruk of judg- 
meot, by which ibey shall detertnine, in all caseat 
whether the call is genuine; whether ibe person shail 
be rccognized as an embassador of Jesus Christ; aod 
whether his credentials shall be indorsed as genuine. 
The ministry are the most coropetent judges in thi* 
matter, and, after the example of the apostles, they 
examine and see, whether tbis and the other m$n, 
who says he has a call from God tQ prcach His gos- 
pel, has indeed been so called. In Order so to judge, 
they tnust examine whether he possesses — the requisite 
evidences of piety — right views of the ministry — right 
motives for entering into it— proper qualifications for 
discbarging its duties — h «.whether he meets, in everjr 
respecl, the rule laid down in the Instructions given by 
Inspiration on this subject, and accordingio which, a 
judgment is to be passed in favor of tbose who sjty they 
$re called of God topreach his gospel 

The right of judging in this matter, according to law, 
is an inalienable right of the church of God. To the 
ministry, it ever has been confided, ds to the represen- 
tatives alike, of Jesus Christ,, and of His people. In 
Episcopal, Prcsbyterian and Congregatiopal chur.cbes, 
it is substantially the same. According to you-r muni- 
cipal regulations — the views of church government, you 
prefcr-— this work of judgu&g is asöigncd to the Bishop 
and his helps : hjs assistant.priests. In the Presbyte- 
rian churches — to a Presbyiery, a pern^mint body of 
ministers and their helps : and in Congregatianal 
ohörches, to a Council of ministers caljcd for tbat pur- 
ppse. When the Qac^lidate is , judg^d to be, truJy cal- 
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led of God and qualified to preach the gospel, Ordination 
foJlows, which is but indorsing the man's commission 
received from Jesus Christ — saying to the chorehes, 
that they have examined it and found it genuine, and 
recognize and set him apart before the eyes of the 
eburch, as one called of Jesus Christ, and commis- 
aioned to preach Ins gospel- The laying on of the 
hands, whether of Bishcjp, Presbytery, or Council, is but 
the public, formal mode of authenticating his commis- 
sion, and, an expression of the entlre cordiality with 
which he is greeted and caressed, when God is implored 
by them for his blessing, and presence and spirit, to be 
with him. It is not the Bishop r or Presbytery, or 
Council that transfer the authority. Christ conferg 
that Himself, and they, do but express their judgmentj 
and as the publicly constituted jtidges in the matter, 
introduce the man whom they have judged to be duly 
called and chosen of Jesus Christ to preach his gospel* 
and to be wortby of the confidence of the churches, as 
His aecredited embassador. 

These are not the positionsof non-Episcopalians on- 
ly. Your own church teaches, and your book of com- 
mon prayer recognizes, them. You are made to in- 
terrognte the Deacons and Priests thus: ^T>oyou truH 
that you are inwardly mnved by the Holy Ghost to tako 
upon you this office and ministration 1 &c. . Do you 
think that you are truly called aecording to the will of 
our Lord Jesus Christ ? Do you think in your heart 
that you are truly called, aecording to the will of our 
Lord Jesus Christ 1" &c. All your proeeedings in the 
case, are but the distinet, public, formal eliciting and 
recognition of this fact, You are made to say, "Take 
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thou authority," &c. It is not 6aid from yoa or 
Bishops. The thing muet be interpreted by what 
before. It refers to Jesus Christ, and the Bishop iä 
made to declare, that by the impoeition of his hands, 
the offlce is delivered to hirn. This, to explain it con- 
sistently with the scriptures, nnd with itself, is, but rmh 
king the Bishops act the public, formal, introduction of 
the person, as called of Jesus Christ, and iicensing bim 
tö go forward, in the exercise of authority from Jesus 
Christ, to discharge the duties of the office on wbich 
he tben cnters. All this rs in accordance with the die- 
tates of common sense. 

It is the supretne authority of a country that com* 
tnlsslons an embassador; birt that embassador mest suIk 
mit his credentialä to those to whom he is sent, aotf 
have them duly authenticated; which, when done, he 
is accounted, and proclaimcd as, minister plenipotentia- 
ry among them. Oür Redeemer hns recognizetfatodnf* 
corporated in his church, this principle and procedureof 
common sense. He is the supreme power, and He ap- 
points his embassadors by the call of His spirit, and 
endowment of them with requisite qualißcations. It is- 
the right of the church and of the world, to sec to it, 
that this cotnmission is genuine. Ordination is. but the 
established mode of declurin* and proclaiming, that 
this and the other man is duly commissioned by Jesus 
Christ, and called. chosen and nppointed to the work 
of tho m-roistrv. The authority comes dinect fronr Je- 
sus Christ. The recognition, arid prodamation, of this 
commission, pertain to the appropriate judges, whö 
must, in this matter, follow flu- law of Instruction laid 
down by Christ r and which ^ou hare qüoted at length;. 
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Thus, then, you see, wbence we obtain our commis- 
«ioDs>-*~from a much highor aource than Bishops, pres- 
byters, prelates or kings, eveo from Jesus Christ bim- 
jself. We do not fear to have them exarnined — are un- 
derno approhension of being accounted impostors; but 
appeal to the call and presence and efficacious influ- 
ence, of the spirit of Christ, which direct and sustain. 
us, and which, although investigated, and asserted ge* 
nuine, at cur Ordination, may be, at any subsequent pe* 
jriod, exarnined by the church and the world, 

We prize, infinitely more, the graces of God's spirit 
in our hearts, and the fruit* of that, spirit atlending our 
ministry, than the approbaüon of Bishops, Presbyters, 
or any others who claim to have Cbrist's power, and 
in His name, to rule and govern His church. You see, 
aJso, why it is, lhat we treat, with so much indiffe* 
ronce, yea, with utter contempt, all that is said about 
apostolic succession, as though that was thegrand test of 
a man'ß being a genuine embassador of Jesus Christ, 
when the very idea carries absurdity on its face — an 
.embassador of Christ, when Christ had no hand in his 
appointment, at all!!! If the Bishop gives the pow- 
er, Christ has no power of Headship op earth, but 
according to your doctrine, has transferred it to the 
Bishops. Your priests and deacons may be your em- 
bassadors, if they have their power from you, but they 
are not Christ's, and will not be aecounted, by the ' 
churches in Michigan, to be such, unless they have been 
called and chosen of Jesus Christ, and have been quali- 
fied by the gifts of His Spirit, and by other requisite 
endowments, for the work of His ministrv. 
They will be disposed to respect your judgment, and 
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to confide in your examinations, as one believed to be 
compctent to iuvestigate all such pretensions, and to 
judge, nlong with your presbyters, whether this man 
or the other, is truly commissioned of Jesus Christ, to 
preach Hisgospel — no farther. Beyond this, your or- 
dinatinns will not bc accountcd valid; and I mny add, 
they will presently be distrusted nltogether, if you set 
up such loft claims — insist that you are cndowed with 
the power ofChrist's Headship — and byauthority given 
you to rule and govcrn in the church, or dain mcn to 
the minist ry. 

In so saying, thrre is nosanction given to fanaticisra 
and confusion. We can well and truly discriminate 
bctween Christ's Headship, in the exercise of which 
authority, he commissions his ministers, and the com- 
mon scnse usages and regulations, which the churrhes 
are competcnt to adopt, for accrediting the commissiong 
thus given, and for the prevcntion of imposture. He 
submittcd his own credentials to the Jewish church, 
and proved their genuineness by Hismiracles. None, 
truly commissioned by Hirn, will be unableor unwilling 
to have theirs too, examined, and approved by compe- 
tent jndges. More than this you cannot plead as per- 
taining to Ordination, without speaking unscriplurally 
unintelligibly. 

We do, therefore, utterly deny the very foundation 
on which you build your doctrine of lineal succession 
and sacramental Ordination. Your Bishops are not 
High priests, nor are you Presbyters priests. Thö 
analogy was *used to increase the power of an ambi- 
tious Hierarchy.* It fails in every particular, and in 

♦Murdock'stranalation of Mosheim, v. I, p. 117. 
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none more so than the cssentiäl one. The Jewish 
priesthood was confined to one family— the family of 
Aaron; whereasyourshäs nofamfly claims, but follows 
a wöry different law of succession. The line of their 
succession was identical with that of natural descent. 
The genealogicäl fable was to be carefully prescrved 
and consulted, and the prodf of a man's birth of the 
femily of Aaron, was essential to establish his right and 
call to the Priesthood. Could' you prove that Jesus 
Christ called Peter and Paul and the other apostles to 
be his priesls, and, as iu the case öf Aaron, that their 
families ever after ihem, in srll their generations, were 
tobe esteemed such," the analogywoutd have deserved 
some respect; but so far from this bemg the fact, the 
doctrine of succesilon is of a far more stibtle charader. 
The proereating process öf your succession is to be 
done by some hocus-pocus mysterious sacramental in- 
fluence— in other words. must be carried on bv a oer- 
tain vis insita flowing through the Bishops' bands, whos« 
öascent propertiss, which do not and cannot demon- 
s träte themsefves as satisfaotorily as in the successive 
generations of Aaron's sons, must'be taken as a matter 
of blind faith or credulity by all good churchmen. It 
was to be sure, the oaly Substitute appropriate to a 
priesthood avowing celibaey, with whom the doctrine 
originated; but it is too utterly ridiculous to liken Or- 
dination by the hands of a Bishop^ in regulär descent 
from Peter or Paul, to the propagation and trausmis- 
sion of the Aaronic Priesthood, which must be done to 
make the analogy complete. 

Tbc generaüng virtue of a Bishop's hands must en- 
counter so many aeeidents, and there are so many 
7 
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things to neotralize and nullify it altogether — the least 
departure from essenlial forms, according to the theo» 
ry of its most zealous advocates and defendersE» de- 
Stroy ing it al together — that amidst accumulatipg üopro- 
babilitios of the genuioeness of the aacramental virus 
to be transmitted, it has become absolutely impossibfc 
to demonstrate or establish the succession. I refer you 
to Dr. Whateley'a calculation, wbo, although bat m 
Bishop himself, treats with perfect cootempt the idea 
of apo8tolic succession. 

Suppose the probability ofanunbroken succession to 
be as 100 to one in each separate case, in favor of the 
Ipgitimacy and regularity of the transmission, and the 
links to amount to 50, (or any other numberj the pro« 
bability of the unbroken continuity of the whole chain 
must be computed as 99-100 of 99-100 of 99-100, &a, 
to the end of the whole fifty !* 

Such trifles and superstition, I rejoiee to think, can 
never deeeive souud Protestants, whsther in or out of 
the Episcopal church. I feei persgaded that, on second 
thought, you will condemn them yourself. 

* 9f* Wbawtej»» Kliffen »f Cfcri*. 
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KMBABBASS1NO EESULTS OP THE Af OSTOUC SUCCasatON« 
Rbv. AWD DttAR StRt 

You attach infinite and eternal impoftance to Jour 
doctrine of n successiori*" Yöü ask, u Had the Apöä- 
tfes successors T* and atfirm> "thisl Witt atlempt lo 
provfc. It is a questioti involving the eternal interests 
öf milHbns— and if decided in the negative, must d&~ 
stroy the chfistian rtiitiistry, uiidef whatever tiame it 
äiay be öälled." Who ever deflied that therö halte 
been successors (ö thö Apöstles? iThe blessed Rö- 
deemer had taketi care to call men by Öis Spirit, and 
t6 employ thero v in the work of prfeaching His Göspel, 
from that day to the present. He has preserved 4 
successior* of faithful ministers, in every äge, and will 
do bo, to "the end of the worldi" We have no fears 
about the succession, or frbroken line;. nordo we valüö 
* particle, all of the loud and lordly preiensions made 
about the line of ecclesiastical pedigree, which prälati- 
cal writers have attetttpte d to träce up to Paul or Pe- 
ter, in their ecclesiastico-genealogical tables. The 
power lo call, tö appoint, ändfo commissi on the minis- 
ter of Christ, is with Hirrt, the Sole and Suprtme head 
of His church, not with the Aposttes* or Bishops, or 
Presbyters. 

This, yoo, Sir, deny; affirming that this power of 
Christ, was transferred to the Jtpöstlcs, only, and has 
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been handed down, by them, regularly, from one to 
anotber, ever since. Now, the true meaning of i t»k» ia f 
and you can mean nothing eise than, tbat the appoiot- 
ing power is no longer with Jesus Christ, but vests, 
exclusivdv, in your Bühops, aa the legitimate jsucces- 
sors of the Apostles, unto whom, only, Christ impart- 
ed it. It is not' the blessed Redeemer, th'erefore, for 
Himself, but your Bishops, for Him, who malte and ap- 
point His embassadors; so that, if. this or the other 
man, has not been ordained, and consecrajed to ofSce 
by the Bishop, the only, power oomp&tent to appoint, 
no matter what may be the gifts of the Spirit, and 
qualiiications for office, and holiness, which ministers 
of other denominations possess, they ace not, ministers 
of Christ, and but " gross impostobs;" while, on the 
other. band, no matter what .may be the man's private 
character, or destitution of personal holiness, or utter 
disqualification for the office, if ho has been Episcopal- 
Iy ordained, he is a true minister of Christ,, and no im- 
postor at all ! ! 

This is your meaning; you cannot mean Je&3, and > 
that I have neither misapprehended you, nor rpis-sta- 
ted your doctrine, of u succession," is obvious.from 
what you say. " I have endeavored to show you* 
from the word of Gbd, .that the Aposiles werethe. on- 
ly individuals to whom Christ imparted the power He 
had received from His Father. If it died with. them, 
and the proroise^ to be with them to the end of the, 
World, isto be limited. to tbem„.then K al| who call th^ro- 
selves ministers of Christ, are not only deprived of all 
power or rig^to^preach, but also the on|y comfort 
which could sustain and cheer them in their arduous* 



7* 

and, oftentimes, tnankless office — the presence of the 
Saviour, through the influences of His Spirit. Bat 
God be tbantted, we are not left to doubt on this all 
importarrt questk>n* We have tbe transfer of all min- 
isleriat pewer r most clearly sct forth, as given by the 
Saviour to the Apostlcs." 

You takeil forgranted, thatChrist's presence could 
not have been with-any, bad He not given His head- 
flfaip and Spirit to the Apostles, for them tq impart to 
otbers — a most fallacious and dangerous assumption f 
He can impart that Spirit, and qoalify for the minis- 
try, and vouchsarfe His presence, whhout the imposi- 
tk>n of a Bishop* s hands. He actually did so in the 
case of Paul, after that, you say, He had transfer» 
red the earthly headship of Hia charcii, to the Apos» 
tles, and after they had appointed Matthias to fill the 
vacancy occasioned by the apostaey and dealh of Ju- 
das. This you must admit, or you must confess that 
Paul was never regularly ordainedan Aposlle, tili rieär- 
ly three 5*ears after bis con Version, wben *' Simeön, that 
was caited Niger, and Lucius of Cyrene, and Mana- 
en," laid their hands on Barnabas and Paul, and made 
them bot h Apostles . tögelhcr-— a conclusion, which, 
wbile some Episcopal w riters - have admitted, Bishop 
H. U. Onderdonk* and-others in this country, will not, 
because it would recognize thö higher consecration by 
thelower order— the Apostoiic Bishop, by Presbyters. 

It is* matter of perfeet indiflerence wbich conclu* 
sion you prefer. If you say that Paul was caüed, and 
cbmmissioned by Ghrtatiitmself, whafcbecome* of your 
line of successLonT For, aecordiog to your bold and 
uuqualifiod Statement, long beftnrer Ms «omrersion and 
7* 
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0*11 to Um flMftittry, M Alt miniaMriaf power* — gg 
psn^er of Christ 7 * earlhty tanftAtp, hai betn Inms ftr* W 
ffr tfv efeoen Jfywti*** onvy f who finat appoioted Mat- 
UttM, aed from wboa* tbereafier^ all true power aja4 
anf hority to preach the Goape^ nnwt bcr traced. It 
will not help you, to »ay, that PauFa oppoioiment wa* 
fcp a direct and miracoioiis iriterposition of Jesus Christ; 
for if so, the» yoo foWfy your asaertion, "xhmi. tbe 
Apostie^ (youoonnot poaafoly explain or qualify yoor 
aBaertioo to mean any other than the eleven Apestles,) 
•*were the on/y iodtTtduals, to whooi Christ im parte cL 
th* power he had cecejved from His Father." 

Beeide*, you ans very earefftl »o ftety 4a, that, what» 
ewr of tbe miramrioas^ in>knparttng the power ta worfc 
mraoleay occurredoo the* dny of Penteeost, when the- 
apostlles reccivod " mtftisterial *b&ty to fit them" for 
th» duties of tbeir office, it "in no way affocis the Ar- 
gument"-— whieh wo verrly believc. Nom otw case, io 
which Jesafl Christ, actuäliy exercked Hb owa autho- 
rhy and, power aa tbe Head of Hisr chtiFch on^earth, 
amlcofnrtwssiooed directly, without the interteation of 
tbe other apbstlesor even Consulting them*.or refefriog- 
to them, to aei aa> Bis apostles, upsets. all you say 
aborit thia powet of His earthry headship having been 
transferred to the apostleau You rnay admit it, or oa 
the oontrary, refer Paul to tbe brethren at Antioch for 
ondtaation r just aa you pibaae. Biiber admission de* 
moltahes your- argumenta and proyet how uiterly in« 
cöndstebl wtth, fect, is. your^ontrine that the aposttot 
had the power oft eadbJy Beadahtp, ahi tkfy<mhf s cookt 
pfcoxide mdjownmgpioD their soc'desstorsv ood tbey od* 
et» alter them* «***&« Jiad ?rf opo*te*c «UecMien^ 
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Yoo must ahando» your unqftaiified ptsitiea, abtat 
Christ* s transferred Headsbip, or you moetdenv, atong ' 
rotb tonte in the Corinthitin etaurch.. the apostleship of 
Paul, or* you rouet admit Fresby tertian Ordination,, and' 
80 renwnce the lofty claimsyou «et up for "Episcopai 
Bisbops," as being endowed with "power to act as tbe 
Teprescntatives of Christ" as the sttccessors of the 
eteven,.who, you say y "were to sei ki order the things 
tbat were wanting in the darren, a«d in short, to do 
eVory thing whicfo Christ would have done, had He 
cootioued on earth." The appointmcnt and introduo 
tum of Paul into the ministry, was a thing most neces» 
s&ry io be done for the church, as the event proved, 
But the apostles were so far frora doing this, and Jesus 
Christ so far fron* teaving it to them, that it was done 
without their knowledge, thus proving,that Christ b&d 
na& whhdrawn His power, and presence, and spirit 
frem the earth, from all ather channeU, except as you 
teaeh, they were ta flow down through " the lioe et- 
apastoii« succession." 

Ami now, b'efore nriticihgyour modeof reasonisgto 
prove that the aposlles provided suecossorä,. and ins- 
parted tbe- power of enrihry JHeadship to them, I täte 
oeoasion. to aubniit a.fcw thraga on tho intrinsic absaiK* 
dity and foJIy, (I meaft no persona) diarespect,) of thi4 
doetrme of succession, regarded and pronoijnoed by 
yog, u* be the grand esaeatial tbing» h piaecs you im. 
the tmst ewbarrat&ing circumstance*, aad drtves you to 
cofiduswns altogether revohmgv 

i. To be coRs«steat f you vtwt inefarstiheir rcclßria*&> 
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jtct and diahonor, as " gross impostors," some off tb* 
very best. On the one hand* it matters not what may 
have beentbe piety of sueh.men äs Luther, Knox, CaJ~ 
vin, Watt»,. Dodridgo, Edwards* Da vies, JMesbiH yotir 
grand sire, Hall, Cbalraers, and hosts of other devout 
and holy moi* — Presbyterians, Lutherana, Methodist*, 
or Baptist^ &c.-r— nor what evidences tbere may be of 
their having boen divinely calicd of Jesus Christ to 
preaeli His gospei — nor what blessed fruits may have 
resolted from their minist ry, what numerous sealsGod 
may have given them, in souls convertcd.and sinner» 
saved, and whatexteastve good He nrmy have wrought 
by them, in the eh&rch and worldr-nf they have not 
been Episcopally ordained, by those whorn you regard. 
as the apostlcs only legitimate socecssors, they are no 
true ministe rs of Jesus Christ, but presiwning to preach. 
the gospei, and.to administer ordinances, are "gross 
impostors/' knaves and robbers, impertinent introders, 
who have not entered into the fold by the only door, 
and whose baptisms, and other admini&tratbns^of or- 
dinances, are sacrilegtous ! 1t On the other band — 
no matter what T may be- a man'« moral and «private 
characler-^how Ignorant, wicked, and proftigate he 
may be— if he has been Eprseopnlly consecrated, by 
those whom you call the apostles only legitimate snc~* 
oessors, he isatrue minister of s Christ, his ordinfcnces 
are vaJid, and the ttne of apostolic suecession thröugh 
htm» is preserved safe and unbroken ! ! \ Yon must not 
shrink frotn this prospeet, and say it is an over-wrought 
picture. You fcnow it is the fnet— that blessed and 
giorious revivalsof religio» have aeeompanied the min- 
istrations of tnany, who have never been Episcopally 
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ordained — ihat great and raarvellous reformalions have 
been wrought through fheir labors*-— that hundrcds and 
thousands have been brougbt home (o God through 
their instrumentality — and that some of the most cor* 
rupt r and odious^and abomiaable in principle^ spirlt and 
practice— >men of infamoqs cbaracter, vvicked,- ignorant, 
base and uttcrly depraved wretches, arc to be found 
on that very list through whom you trace ypur- unbro- 
ken lioe of succession. 

Ihave been i nfor med that youwere yoursclf rebap- 
tized, and have of late begun to be-baptize, Prksby- 
T£biaxs, who, . because they had married into your 
church, or for other reasons, had cntered it; while you 
receive Roman Catholics without doing so, as having 
been truly baptized by the .priests of tbe apostate church 
oi' Rome t BSi.Mr. Faber, and naany oiher Episcopalians, 
retard Lhec. Here is an attempt to be. consistent; but 
it is proof of what 1 say.. You uttcrly despisc all the 
tokepsQf Christ' s prcsence, : the iruits of Bis spirit, the 
geal which heaven puts uponthe miuistry of nen-Epis- 
copally ordained ministers,. and< treat them as "gross 
impostors," pronounciog. their baptism,no baptism, and 
their sacrarncnts^acri!cgjou6,~\yhile you honor as valid, 
the baptism administeredvby pricsls claimiug, to derive 
their commission through the Channel which you admit 
tobe the true line of succession T thongh cornprising soxne 
of the most profligate and abandoned of- men, such as 
Popes. John 13, and John. 23, and Leo 10, &c, &c. 
\V~e cati,. howevcr,.very well endure such an affrout 
upon our ministrations, and such a palpable profcssion 
of your belief that our ministry is that of "gross im* 
eo&tobs," while we have the blessed spirit of God in 
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oor churches, and Messing our ministry. Give us tlri* 
Seal of Heaven, and'you, and all your Brshops, are at 
liberty, if it will gratify your lovc of consistency, to 
disown our baptism— to pronounce our sacraments s&o» 
rilegious, to advise your people against partaking of 
them, and to indorse our credentials spurious, 

2. Further, your doctrine of u apostoüc succession,** 
virtually makes Utile or no accountof the approbation qf 
Jesus Christ Provided a Bishop £an keep on terms witlt 
his clergy and other Bishops, so that he be not disrobed 
of his office, he becomes, whcn once inducted into it, so 
sacred a person, that no hand can touch him, no crime 
can stain his official character, and no power deprive 
him of his rights and authority as the representative 
of Christ on earth. What need & Bishop care wfiosö 
acts are all valid, and who transmits the power whioh 
Christ transferred, as long as he officially remains the 
representative of Christ on earth, though he shoukfenot 
be actuatcd by the lovfe and fear of Jesus Christ ? Who 
is to call htm to accoant, under such circumstances? 
He has the power; and if those that gäve it to him, do 
fiot take it from him, who eise can? The people müst 
submit, and recognize, as Christas representative, one, 
perchance, whom Jesus Christ abhors for his pridfe, am* 
bitioa, worldly mindedness and moral corruptions. 

& This doctripe of Apostolical succession,. thds nat* 
uraljy tends to licentiousness ; for it is not to be pre- 
sumed that aH Bishops fear God, and are constraine& 
by the love of Christ. There is too mach historical 
proof to the^ contrary. I am aware, you have said, 
* 4 that the Savtour promised to give them the contmö- 
«1 influencea of this same (the Holy) Spirit,.to keep 
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them from doing any act which would be wrong, and 
also, to lead them into all truth." You have bee>n uo? 
tlerstood by the high church in your own body, t* 
maintain the infallibility of the Episcopal church. Bu% 
you certainly do not mean to assert a claim for the 
inoral infallibility of Bishops on the basis of this pro« 
mise. You must mean, their Episcopal infallibility, 
It is essential that such infallibility should be secured 
some how, in order to inspire confidence in their offi- 
cio! acts. Will you say, that a Bishop, in bis offi- 
cial character, can do no wrong ? I presume not. It 
13 possible for hioi to err in his judgment, and ordaio. 
raen to the Gospel ministry, who are unworthy of 
the office, and have jiever been called by Jesus Christ— 
also, to decide contrary to truth and right, in. matterp 
withto his Jurisdiction, and injuriously to the interest of 
Christ's members and his church. Before he should be 
iotrusted with such great power, sonne pro vision should. 
be mado for his infallibility. 

The Roman is here rauch niore consistent. He as- 
serta the claim of infallibility, in the boldcst mapner; 
nor can you stop short of ir, i( you would, with any 
fair pretence* require men to refer, to the acts of your 
Bishops, as Christ's represeutatives, and to the canon* 
of your church,. as hinding on the consciences of men. 
I know nothing which can tend more powerfully to 
sanetion Jicentiousness, than the practica! influenae of 
the idea, that Christ has transferred His headship, and 
parted with Hi$ power, tp the Apostles and their suc* 
cessors,, so that they becopo© infallible in their official 
acts, Sorae prelates in the church of England, actur 
ally advanced so fa£aq..ty foijy \fa gower of .Pope, 
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tonncil, or any one eise, to ezcommunicate or depose 
ft Bishop — claiming tobe "once a Bishop, always a 
Jtöshop." Lct but the Bishop, or whoever they may 
be that have thc power to depose, or to take back the 
power of headship, but sastain cach other, and where, 
I ask. is there power in the church, competent to call 
them to account, whatever may be their private char- 
ftctcr? If they are vicioasly disposed, they have but 
'o !ook Tor cach othcrs couutenance and suppori. Yoo 
vi II not accuse me of stating imaginary cases. I refer 
rou lo thc history of the Roman Hierarchy, through 
-whom you trace your «uccession. " A doctrine,** sayv 
Dr. Bangs, ** which sanctions licentiousness in the mi- 
nist ry t of Jesus, cannot be true. But the doctrine of 
the sucression, does this; therefore, it is not true. 
The minor proposition, which alone is susceptible of 
controversy, is sustained by aH those cxamplc» I have 
cited — (He refers to the strife between Felix and Da- 
masus, in the 4th Century, for the pöntificatc and oth- 
er exnmples of corruption) — respecting the licentious- 
ness of the Bishops of Rome — all of whom this succes- 
sion sanctions as canonicol Bishops, and surely stamps 
itself with the indeüble Impression of licentiousness. 
It in fact furnishes an apology for all those libidinoos 
actions, which disgraced the priesthood, in the dark- 
er agcs of thc diuren." 

** Will any man now plcad, that these were the legi ti- 
mate successors of the Apostles, and that fhrough their 
desecrnted hands, thc Episcopal mitre has been trans- 
mitte X from one to another, immacuiate and uncor- 
ruptf '* You must do so. or give up the Apostolical 
succcssion, which you pronounce so essen tial. 

*Bangi' OrigtnU Church of Chrict, pp. t&»*&, 
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4. AnotherfQsult of this doctrine is, tbat ti derangts 
xnerCs nolions, and introdibcesthe most danger ous senti- 
snents, mitk regßrd to the qualifications for the ministry. 
He that has received the Episcopal Ordination, in your 
drue line of Apostolical succession, has, according to 
your doctrine, the essential qualification. Do you not 
perceive, that this exalts a test of man's devjsing, above 
all the moral, spiritual, and theojqgical qualifications, 
all the giftßKand graces of the Spirit, so radically im- 
portant for the right, aceeptable, and successful dis- 
-charge of the functions of the ministry 1 Tbat any sucli 
test is recognized, or even remotcJy hin fed at, in the 
New Testament, I deny. Otliers are very miputely 
detailed. But, according to your doctrine, they are 
all of jio value qr efficacy, without Episcopal conse- 
cration. There can be no -proof of the man's being 
called and ehosen of Christ, to preach His Gospel, tili 
ihe Bishop commiseions htm. No wondor, therefore, 
that cases should frequently occur, in which the Epis- 
copal ministry should diaparage ihe moral and spiritt}- 
al, and maguify the eedesiastical qualification. I aj- 
ludetothe fox hanting, wine difaiking, theatre going, 
and licentious portkni of the ministry of tho Church e£ 
England. ' t 

It is but the legitimate fruit of this doctrine, sustain- 
ed, asserted, and practicaNy carried out, by the es- 
tablishment and the aristocracy of Great Britain, (hat 
vre see in the following State of things there, so like to 
wbat may be disccrned in the history of the Romaa 

priesthood, •« In the case of the church of England 

ßbe frowns upon the zealous and devoted pastor, and 
nothing would more highly gratify the dignified and 
8 



«6 

aristocratic porttote of her cfcrgy, than the expulston 
of all the EvangeKeala, as they *ro sneeringty ealted, 
Irom her pafe."* I give credit lo many, very mauy, 
tocellent men in that church, and rejoice lo beliebe 
'the nssurance of Lord Henley, that "in the lower 
fcfrhks of the clergy, ond more especially in the risiag 
generatton, there is so much purity and hoimess of life 
•and morafo, so sincere a selting forth of EvaDgreIw*al 
trotb, *0"8trenuoüs adesfre-ro perform the work of a 
~l*boriotJS and vratchfu! ministrv, as there are »t tbts 
f Ä*y in the church of England; but/ ? with hin», ** 1 ca»- 
'90t sce any thing to justify us in anticipating a great na- 
^tiannl revival of religion." The relative proportioo of 
these godiy men, is sinnll. They are not atnong ihe so», 
ikfephews» cousins and cousins-german, of their iord- 
^gbips or Bishops — the off-thoots of the nobility, which 
Ifcrowd iiito tba,t church; «ntt rherefore, vvhile we honor 
•the femr» who, consoquent on the great revival in tfete 
-Boglish church, which commenred m one of the eol- 
-legest)f Oxford, with )oung Whitßeld and Wesley, 
-fcnd theirassociates, value the mural and Spiritual quaK- 
fieations, we cannot but refer, much of the prevalent 
«ontempfof these, and of the magnifying-of the Epit- 
copnl succession, among the clergy of the esiabJishme&t» 
to thi* doctrine, as to thoir legi tiinate source. 

I rejoice to think, that as yet, the Protestant Epia- 
teopal «Storch of the United States, is not to be compa- 
«d, in this respect, \**ith the church of England. Bert 
iforebode cvil for her, if ihe doctrine of the EöisCö- 
fal socf'ession, becomes the peculiar belief of her mos* 
lattached and zealous sons, and shoold be magmfied,is 

. **o*k «t Öttf lUtolftititon«» p. f €38. 
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y^A have dope, I aai perauaded, uninteqtiQnally, aboye 
the iftward call, and graceof tlje lfa\y §pirit, afld< tbft 
requisite morai and spirittial qualificajüp#s, fpr the. Qq$? 
p^l minisfry. 

5 V Another result thatmust follaw inevitably, in,dJttt 

seasop, froip the practica,! Operation, of this doctrine, is. 

*A$ wfiuenqe of superatition, leading U> an unmwning 

ondprqfound reverence r for tka very pzr&on, of one wfio 

ha^rtgeiped the ttuirvelous. consßcration. Jt ia notori? 

aus, that this is the actuai State of feeling.atnang ths 

papists, in reference to their priests and Bishops» They 

are looked upon as an order of Heaven r s nobility her^. 

on earth — as Qod's. anoointed, the least disn?spect or 

W.ant of jeverence fyv whose persona, no matter what 

may b# the desMt^tioq of pjeraonal moral worth, dpr 

Bßpvedly subject* tfap man who is, guüty of it, t.o th$ 

Qurse of the priest, and to the ve^geance of the Most 

Wgfr» Trae, there. roay. b$, and I. believe a^rc, bono^a*. 

hie eycepüons— tnen, i n that priesthpod, ^atho woqld not- 

make use of such a supexslitioua regard Cor qnholy 

ends, but history prov$s,they are npt all. Gxant.yofl 

the legUimate and feli eflect of this doqtr ine of Apps- 

tojjeal succession, ao4it will npt be long, tili there will 

be just as blind a reverence, among your chnrches, for 

the person of a Bishop pr priest» a.s there; is wong the 

Roman CathoJice. It eocisted and was assidnouely cul- 

Uvated in the EngJjsh churcfr Arcb^i^hoß ta^d, 

qpe of your Apostolieal succession« in hjs cruel perse- 

cujtions of thsö puriians, and ambitioi^ grqspipg aft^r 

power ajid, influenp^, declajed, that; \xp hpped to see 

the day, wheq ttye. micjdle and lowcjr clasg^s <?f yotiety* 

Wqtf 4 *K>t 4a^ t* app^ar WUlfc tt|eij b#a c*i f fe?fon> 
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the clergy. Only Jet men beKeve, that there is somf 
peculiar sanctity about the person of a Bisbop or priest, 
something, communicated and transmitted down from 
Jesus Christ, in regulär succession, through the Apos- 
tles and Bishops, that may, and does exist, independeot 
and irrespective ofmoral worth and Spiritual qualifica- 
tions, and the more mystery there may be thrown 
around the whole matter, the more imposing will be- 
come the sacred vestments, and the other solemn rites 
and forms, which can easily be made the means of ex- 
citing, and of promoting, a superstitious reverence for 
the man. 

6. I only add one bther result that must legitimately 
flow from this doctrine of Apostolic succession. Yo» 
will not take the ground of M once a Bishop, always a 
Bishop," but must admit, that whatever power confer* 
Orders, may take them away. Now, at the time of 
the Reformation, the church of Rome, through whom 
you derived your Apostolical succession, ex communi- 
cated your Protestant Bishops, and deprived them of 
their power. Was this act validt If so, what be- 
comes of your succession 1 Your Bishops had no pow- 
er to transfer, fbr it had been taken from them; an<F 
therefore, the EngHsh church, and the Protestant Epis- 
copal church of the United States, which sprang from 
it, can be regarded as no pari of the church of Christ* 
And so Rome regards you in refclity. If yoo say that 
the act of Rome was not valid, then yoa must affirm 
either the inviolability of the Episcopal character, and 
as Dr. Bangs has justly said, maintain " that although 
a man in the sacred gärb, should turn an öpen in fidel, 
should blasphenae Jesus Christ,, and proclaim an irre- 
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b# najst n^yerj^sp fcfcepj: ^n^tfce f#)4, ^ #?% 

ferpjed ,40 deny ^^a^er.qf Roflje ^ tepa^e, £a f vjßg 

J^pofne .apostaie, whieh yqu cafwpj fty, #e.r ha^jngr #> 

/cjp^d/^ly sinken han4sj^ih h$r as^rf of $e p^^ 

flhwglvand after ba^H>g. decjarßd i^ejr «wqc^^op ge- 

RiftO? and " tF.U£*" Xtere *s flpMWJBi .tj^efy.jlpft %r 

ypf, b"t 1p a$rro^#i ,your Bishops, bad, ip*r£*$ r 

c **#Jfc the gl£t$ ai$ quatifiG$ti9aß which Christ wpfltf* 

fpr- M le irpioisiry.— tfaat ibeir * autjbprü#, W Xhp vjsijbj^. 

church, greiv out y of Hls internal diyine .ajiff glorfc^f 

call, and of ihefact, of their being commissioned by Him, 

not by tbe Roman Bishops, and of their being ovvned, 

gustained, and blestfed by the grcat and only Hcad of 

the church, Christ Jesus — and that cotisequently. the 

power, which Rome attempted to exercise over theo»,. 

was altogether usurpatious, and wilhout the sanetion of 

Jesus Christ. This is the true and only ground you 

can consistently take; but this annihilates, at once, your 

entire doctrine of Apostolic succession. 

What you say about the old Anglican church exist- 
ing before the days of Augustine, reduced gradually 
but completely under the foot of a foreign Bishop, and 
so continuing " until she had the power of throwing off 
the foreign yoke imposed upon her," shaH, in a iuture 
letter, be particularly noticed. At present, it is suffi- 
cient to remark, that it forms a most wonderful com- 
ment on your doctrine of Christ's Headship-power 
being transferred to the Apostles, and to their succes- 

* Original Church of Cb/isl, p. 251. 
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•ors, (he Bishops ! It, in fact, nallifies it; for what sort 
of power was that, which- Christ transferred to the 
Apostfes, and to the Bishops, their soeeessors, in the ex— 
ercise of which, one set of Brshops, and*one part of tfae 
church, might impose yokes on others, önd* oppress^ 
and keep down, for centuries, tili circumstances became . 
favorable for a revolulion? Verily, this is "confuaioa 
worse confounded," of which we know nothing like it 
iti the church of^God, among those denominations which 
hold to theoneonly supreme Head, Christ Jesus. Bot 
Solomon says, " the legs of the lame are not equal," 
and such are those of " the apostolic successien,"~for tft 
hobbieg marvelously. 



I<£TTER Vffi 

THE ELECTION OF MATTHIAS. 

I 

RjBV. AItt> DEAR SIRS: 

The arguments, by which yoo attempt t<*prove, that 
tfae Apodtles transferred thek* power, shall now.rcceive 
attention. The first is taken from Peter' s procedure, 
recorde*kdo/*, ii, 1 5-20, relative to Matthias. You say, 
that "one of the very first acts they did, after they 
received the apostolic office, was to transfer the very 
tarne power they had received from Christ." 

Ii Now, the- first thing I have tosay, on t bis subject, 
i*, that there ia no / rotf, that the other Apostles co*ope- 
rated with Peter in the transactian of select mg; Mat- 
thias to take the place of Judas. They may» or they 
may not have not have beer> present. All that we 
know on the subjeet, is, that ihero were aboui one 
bundred and twenty disciplcs, meß and wom&n, who 
oo-operated with him. 4< Inthose days, Peter stood up 
in the midst of the disciples, (not apostles.) smd said, 
(tho-number of the names. together being about one 
bundred and twent\." The fact- can only.be of Ser- 
vice to yöu, as far as Peter is concerned. It was his 
proposition — iright or-wrong— anduione otiters. 

If you say that he acted for, or in the name and with 
the coneurrenee of, the other ten* you say whät is 
neither wtitten, nor f. irly to b; implied» Sütt, you 
will claim, that Peter was competcn! to " transfer tht 
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very same power he had received of Christ" If, for 
the sake of the argument, il be admitted, still, you have 
gonc too far, and spoken beyond the record, when you 
say, the Jipostles did it. 

Beside, you make too (nuch ou* of it. The transac~ 
tion is a most awkward one to favor your positioo» that 
theApostles transferred their power. Peter consulted 
with the private persons — those that bore -the «tistuus 
tfv<* appefyation of digciples, grvea «dike to oieo and 
women. He subtnitted bis pnoposition, to fill the va- 
cancy of Judas, to tbenrwrnot to the Apostfes-nnor to 
«ny public officors in the ohurch. That proposition be 
jupported, by ehowing the rem ar kable accomplishroent 
of the prediotkxi, that Judas should apostatiae and pas 
ish, and by referring to the further prodietioq, thfti 
jnother should take bis biahoprick, or over&eer'a office. 
-You oaiinoi prove, end are not at liborty to msw&e, 
-that this prediction, takoa frotn the 109th Psalm, was 
an imperative directum, intentionnlly given, toautho^ 
rize this procedura jof Peter. Such us& you do raake 
of it, but without Warrant Hebrew scholars will »teil 
you that -the original sverb höre used, is tu the futare 
tense, and means simply a prediction of what siiouU. 
oocur — ." Jus bishoprjc anothcr sball tafce." 

2. In the next place, I reinark, that^so farfrom Re- 
1er, and the Apostles, endowing Matthias with po»WiftC, 
4he matter was subrnitted. in the most dernooroüc m&Q- 
ner, to the one hundred and twenty discipiee,. 3flß<W- 
Med on the occasion;.and # tkfiy appoiated twp,Jöf£ph 
ncalled Barsahas, who was •surn.amed Justos, and Mat- 
thias." In order «to make Ulis, faet availpfrle far ym 
purpose, you must pnoroe 4faa<t tthey, who appoitifed 
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these persona« were tbe Apostles. Tbis I deny, und 
call for proof. Luke is very careful to teil us, that 
there were aboat one hundred and twenfy disciples 
present, and that Peter rose i*p in the midst of them, 
withoot ever saying a word »bout the Apostles, or bring- 
ing them into view at all in the transaction. Whatever 
appointing power, therefore, was exercised, it would 
appear, from Luke, that it was the Congregational as- 
sembly that exercised it. Ttiey nominated and selected 
the individuats. 

3. In the third place, I would remark, that Peter 
never, from the beginning of his speecb to the end r 
breathes a note of either himself, or of his fellow Apos- 
tles, conferring apostolic power on Matthias, or on any 
one eise. He submitted the nomination to tbe roembers, 
and then proposed to refer tbe final decision to the 
Lord, by means of the lot. % 

4. In the fourth place, Peter states what he under- 
stood to be the qualifications for the apostolic office, as 
well as the great design of the office itself; and in all he 
says on tbis subject, tbere isr not a hint dropped, or in- 
timation given,of power to rule and govern thechurch 
of God, and to do " the things which Christ would have 
done had he remained on the earth." 

The grand object, and duty, of the apostolic office, 
and for which he says, " must one be ordained," he 
most unequivocally teils us, was to be "a witness wüh 
us of his (Christ's) resurrection. " This accords prccise- 
ly with what Christ had told the Apostles, just before 
He ascended to Heaven. " Ye shall rcceive power, 
after that the Holy Ghost is come upon you, and ye 
fhall be wityesses unto tfie r hotb \i\ Jerusalem, and in all 
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Judea, and in Semaria, and unto the uttermost part» 
of the earth." Their office was to beer wilness of tbm 
fact of Christ's resurrection. This was to he testified 
tbroughout the world; and if the ecclcsiastical legend« 
are correct, the Apostles so understood it, and spread 
themselves tbroughout the world, dividiag it amoog 
them to anoounce the woodrous fact. The power, 
which, Christ said tbey would receive, after the apiiil 
came upon them, was not ecclesiastioal power; not the 
power of Christ's transferred Headship, which you a£ 
firm had been given to them before this — although, at 
the time Christ spake, on the mount, before his asoei»-: 
sion, they had not, according to His showing, yet re- 
ceived il, it being yet future — but the power of a wifc» 
ness, sustained and intiuenced by the Holy Spirit of 
God. It was a moral aad spiritual power, not ecoie-? 
siastical, to which the Saviour referred. If you will 
refer to your Greek Testament, you will pefceiveütat 
the word reeewe is in the future middle, and that thfr 
power referred to, is that of the spirit Coming. upoft 
them — a power and infiuence not imparted, as you a$* 
firm it was, when He breathed on them and said, re«- 
ceive ye the Holy Ghost. 

The word power, here directs us to the miraeukwa 
gifts, with which they would be endowed, and by which 
they would be enabled, and emboldened, to deliver their 
testimony as witnesses, and prove the fact of Christ'» 
resurrection. The language of the original is equiva-» 
lent with this : '' ye shall take to yourselves or exert an 
energy af the Holy Spirit coming upon you, and shall 
bo or become witnesses unto nie;" u e. t&ey shouU 
be the honored agents,as persons aotuated byrt&e Sgicit, 
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in furtrtshtng the world coiivinciög proof of the Sa- 
■vioor's resurrection, and thfough whom His mighty 
and miracuJrtus energy shoüld be exerted. Tbis, and 
none other, is the power, which pertained, appropriate- 
ly, and exciusi vely, to thetn, as Apestles. This power, 
*rieither, Peter nor ibe-ten ApostIes r c6uld impart to Mat- 
thias, ihr they had.it not themselves. It is radically, 
tond cssetitirttlv, different from the power of Christts 
Headshi-p, which you say, was transterred to themto 
mJe and govern Ihe chureh. Wfaen your Bishops will 
OTercrse and display it, we will recognize them indeed 
as the Aposilcs ? strecessors, but not before. 

The qualrfication for this office, which Peter be- 
lieved arul declared to be essential, was that they should 
have been the intimste compänions of Christ, from the 
timeof His bapUsm, tili His ascension — it beingccrtaiojy 
a reasoruible idea, that they, who were tobe witnessöß, 
should be fully a vd personally eonversant with the per- 
aon, character, and habits, of whom they were to testify. 
This qualification, vhus affirmed to be essential, proves, 
conciusively, that the apostolic oflke was not to be per- 
petual. None but those who had seen Christ personal* 
Jy, boih before andafter his resurreetion, eould be eom- 
petent witnesses ©f the fact of his resurrection. Tto 
World was to be put in füll possession of the eviJenoe 
of this ftct, by the testimony of twelve men, the credi- 
4»lity of whose testimony sho&ld be confmned by thejr 
miraculous powere. After thecoittpletion of their tes- 
-timony, all that was peculiar to their apostolic office, 
ceased. If you datm- its perpetuity, you cnust produoe 
the essential qualificatirm, that you "oompauied wUh 
(the othor Apostles and discipte«) all the tinie that the 



96 

Lord Jesus went in and out among them, beginn iQg 
from the baptism of John, until that same day that he 
was taken up from them." Acts, i, 21, 22, 

Moreover, you must prove the crcdibility of your 
testimony, by the miraculous power of the Holy Spt- 
rit, with which Jesus Christ promised to cndow His 
Apostles. and to fit them to be efficient witnesses to 
Hirn throughout the earth, Acts, ii, 8. Then, but not 
tiH then, can I recognize you to be an Apostle, or the 
successor of an Apostle, or can you legilimately claim 
either the oßce, or the title of an Apostle. The Roman 
here is much more consistent; for whatever wo mäy 
think of his miracles, hc ciaims to have the Apostolic 
power of working them. 

5. I remurk again, that what Peter proposed, was, 
to fill a vacancy. Whclher he acted right or wrong, 
this is the utmost extent to which his proposition went. 
This is oll that you can possibly construe his reference 
to the 109ih Psalm to mean, even according to your 
own ose of it. Now, what sort of proof. that the office 
was to be perpctual, I ask, could be Peter's proposition 
to fill :i vacnncy in the College of Apostles, whose quali- 
fications are shown, by the very ötatement of them, to 
have becn of limited and temporary existence ? or, that 
the Apostles transferred their power to successorst 
You must first prove the College of twelve Apostles, to 
beperpetual, and then, that it had the power of a close 
Corporation, to fill its own vacancies, and so pcrpctu- 
ate itself, before it can avail you. Your argument if 
worth noihing tili this is done, and when ihis is done, 
which is indispensable, you are compelled to limit their 
successors to no more than twelve at any one time, or 
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to prove, that they received authority to multiply the 
number indefinitely. Who ever heard of a power to 
fill a vacancy in office, being construed as a power to 
perpetuate an order? We understand matters in 
these United States, rauch better than toidentify such 
things. 

6. I remark, further, that there is no proof that Pe- 
ter and the disciples, acted by Divine revelation in 
this transaction, but direct proof to the contrary. You 
say, that, by virtue of their inference from the predic- 
tk>n concerning Judas, "they, therefore, under the 
guidance of the Spirit, which was to lead them into all 
truth, appointed two, Joseph, called Barsabas, who 
was surnamed Justus, and Matthias. And they pray- 
ed, and said, thou, Lord, which knowest the hearts of 
all men, show whether of these two thou hast chosen, 
that he may take part of this ministry — Apostleship, 
from which Judas, by transgression, feil, that he might 
go to his own place. And they gave forth their lots, 
and the lot feil upon Matthias, and he was numbered 
with the Apostles." The utmost you can plead for 
Peter, and the disciples is, that they ioferred, from 
Psalm 109, that they ought to do this. But will you 
claim such an inference to be a revelation? Before 
you do, you must prove that it was a perfectly legiti- 
mate inference. This you cannot do. It does not 
follow, that because God predicted the vacancy would 
be filled, therefore, the Apostles had power to fill it. 
It is a non-sequitur* He might choose to do so Hirn-, 
seif, directly, as the Lord Jesus Christ actually did, in 
the case of Saul of Tarsus. 
Should you say, that they were led, to this under- 
9 
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standing and practical application of the prediction, by 
the HoJy Spirit, you are required to prove it. Tfae 
Spirit had not yet been given them, according to " tfae 
promise of the Father, which, (said Christ,) ye have 
heard of me." They were actually waitmg for it, wo 
cording to His command. You are not allowed, there- 
fore, to put in the plea of Peter'« infallibility, here. 

Besides, the very fact, that they prayed for direc- 
tum, and still more esperially, that they east lots, and 
so determined the matter, abundantfy and conclusively 
refute the pretence, that they acted by inspiration of 
the Spirit. 

It surprises me greatly to notkre the way you rea- 
son on this point You say, " it is singular that the 
Apostles should have thus acted, unless they believed 
that Christ had given to them the power to continue 
the very same office, they had received. And more 
especiaHy, that they should so soon appoint an Apos- 
tle in the place of Judas, when there was no need to 
increase their number, if there were to be nö succes- 
sion." Not at all singular. It is by no means singu- 
lar, for men to think they have power which they do 
not, of right, possess, and presume, too, tö exercise it. 
It was possible for Peter to err, unless you indorsehis 
infallibüity, which you seem disposed to do, and which, 
I shall presently show, you cannot maintain. 

Had you confined your remarks, to the ffilrag of a 
vaoa«cy, they wovld have been triore appropriate, than 
to the continüance of a succession; but/eveh theo, it 
would by nö means be singular, that Peter, naturaily 
so rash and liable to impulses, mighf Jione&tfy* err, and 
transcead hk po wem. I say Peter, for, although in 
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your reasoning, you assume that the Apostles were 
present, yet the word does not so affirm. Judas had 
apostatized, and hung himself, before Christ had risen. 
His wretched end therefore left a vacancy; and believ- 
ing that twelve was the number whom Christ had de- 
teranined to be the witnesses, of His resurrection, Pe- 
ter, without adverting to the Saviour's miraculous 
agency, and prerogative, as head of His church, Him- 
self to call and commission His Apostles, might natu- 
rally think, that some slection or measures on the part 
of the disciples, were necessary, to supply the vacan- 
cy. The Spirit had not yet been poured out upon 
them— »they had not yet received the power promised; 
and what, therefore, more natural, than that Peter, 
acting as he did, withoutd Divine direction — which his 
conduct proves — should have erred in his reas<yni'ogs r 
and proposed inconsiderate measures ? especially when 
the Master had required them to wait in Jerusalem, 
evidently teaching them, to attempt nothing, tili they 
häd received the promise of the Pather'? All, there- 
fore, that you say, about its being "highly probable," 
that Christ had instructed them specifically on " this 
subject," to do as Peter did, and about the other Apos- 
tles consenting to U, and thus proving they " had re- 
ceived special, instructiops on this subject, from Him- 
self, is to no purpose. The Apostles were wont to 
quote the authority of Jesus Christ, whenever they 
had it, for what they did, and not to reason, I there- 
fore, may return your remark, and say, that, if they 
had the special instruction of Christ to supply th$ va- 
c?mcy of Judas, as you teach they had, " i.t is singular," 
that Peter should have entered into an argument about 
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it, andinferred itfrom a prophecy, and the "more ea- 
pecially," when his prescription plead, it would hav^ 
been instantly conclusive and imperative. 

You seem to be aware, that here you adventure on 
uncertain ground ; for, although, at one moment, you 
affirm, that Peter was guided, in this matter, by the 
Spirit, and at another, that he acted conformably to 
the special Instructions of Christ, you nevertheless, af- 
ter all, admit, that it is by inference, this point is to be 
ascertained. You say that Christ " must have spofcen 
of the treachery of Judas, and also, of the position 
which he occupied, and if so, it is reesonäble to infer 
that he gave them instructions to suppJy his place. 
For it cannot be supposed for one moment, that the 
Saviour would transfer so great an office, as He him- 
self had received from His Father, to feeble and short- 
sighted men, without giving them Instructions* as to 
the manner in which its duties were to be performed, 
and more especialfy, whether it would be fransferred to 
others" 

Certainly such a thing is not for one tnoment to be 
supposed; I therefore call for the instructions. Let 
them be produced. I deny that there is any thing, in 
all that Christ said, or that is contained in the sacred 
Scriptures, which proves, that He " would transfer to 
feeble, short-sighted men, so great an office as He 
himself had received of the Father." His instruction, 
either on this subject, or in relatron to Peter's proce- 
dure, is not to be found on record in the New or Old 
Testament; and therefore, if you assert it, you must 
plead with the Papist, the private instructions, from 
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which they draw so largely, viz: their unwritten tra- 
ditions, and maintain the infallibility of Peter. 

This you do in faet, for you add, " but they could 

not err in a matter which would forever after give 

character to the govemment of the church of Christ. 

The Spirit of Christ had been promised to guide them 

into all truth, and to keep them from every error, in 

4Ü8cbarging their official duties." Bat that Spirit, as 

I have shown, was not yet given. Besides, although 

the Spirit was promised, to guide them into all truth, 

it does not foliow, that infallibility in discharging their 

official duties would certainly characterize the Apos- 

tles. We fcnow it did not The promise, like all 

others of Christ toHis church, was fulfilled *' according 

to their faith." If faith falls, the promise cannot be 

claimed, and that fei th did at times fail. Peter actu- 

ally dissembled, and was rebuked by Paul for his du- 

plichy, in a matter affectkig vitally, the public inte- 

rests of the church of God. The Apostles theraselvös 

did not so widerstand that promise; for they called 

Peter to a solemn account, for alledged offences, com- 

mitted by him as a public teacher in Caesarea.* 

Besides, it remains for you to show, hpw Peter' s 
transaction, for ever after gave character to the govern- 
tnent of the church of Christ. Tbere was not an or- 
ganized Christian church, at the time, in existence, and 
there is nothing, in the usages of churches, and even in 
the Episcopacy* of which. it is a fair and füll prece- 
dent. 

In claiming the infaHible Inspiration of the Spirit for 
Peter, you have been betrayed into a singular speci- 

*Sce Aclf,2i,l,i,&c ■+' 
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aaen of what appetfrs t<* nie, iilogical reasomng. Von 
say, " If this be not admitted, and thia act of the Aposn 
tles coaaidered as unauthorfced, we mast come neces- 
sarily, to these two conclusions— that there eaooot be 
knpücit rehance placed upoa «*y one of their aeta-* — 
and next, that St. Luke, the writer of the " Acts of the 
Apostles," could not have written under tbe inspura- 
tion of the Spirit, or he never woukl have recorded 
an unwarrantable act, and palmed it off on the Chris- 
tian world as autborized." ■ 

How you, air, come to these conclusions, I kfiow 
not; but cettainly, the piemises Derer led to them. 
There are sorae of your acte ön. whioh I place implicit 
reliance, and there are others in which I and roany 
others, think. you enr, transcending yoür authority as 
a minister of Jesus Christ. Boes it follow, that be- 
cause you shoqld do one unanthoriaed act, as a minis- 
ter of Christ, therefore there can beno reliance placed 
on mg one of yonr actst By ao raeans, The acts 
speak for themselves> and God has. left us the Standard 
and right of jodging in relaüoa to them* . He has, in 
no instance^ not even in the case of the Apostles, daim- 
ed from ns a, blind, implicit, absolute retiänee on their 
acts, as infalliUe. The. Aposiles never 90 interpreted 
and understood their owa power. They indesd were 
examples to the flock, but ooly as they foIWwed 
Christ; and thtsr waa true, whether you regard their 
private or their official acts. 

It is a very easy thing to place implicit reliance, od 
all Peter's. acts, judged to be right by the Standard of 
Jesus Christ, and yet question the propriety of others, 
where in common with his fellowmen, and unaidedby 
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ihe «pirü of inspiration, h, ^Rxcuse rae, if I 

and erred m his inferenees; 
rerio© for tbe acts of any man^ 
whotn the claim of perfeetion t 

Equally incondusive are you, , 
to deny the infaUiMlity of Peter, i 
ferred to, is to deny the inspiration CK 
you s£y, if inspired, " he never would m 

unwarrantable act, and. palmed it off c .*istian 

world." It will be Urne to mäet this cfaargx. _g*inst Luke, 
wheii you pro?e tbat- he ever did such a thiog. There 
is no proof whatever, that he palmed offPeter's traosac- 
üod, as authorized. He has recorded other unwarranta- 
ble -acts, and suffered them to speakfor themselves, with- 
out censuring the agents. This is the business of a his- 
toria». Thus, too, has the Spirit of God indicted tbe 
BiWe. ^ertain unwarrantable acts of Abraham and 
David and others, are recorded, without a. comment. 
Has the Spirit of God palmed them off oa the Christian 
■warld, as authorized, because He has not expressed his 
condettmation of them, in doing so 1 

The truth is, Goddoes not treat men as children, and 
put every thiag down in set fbrms foc them Jo read. He 
states f acts, and lets them form their öwn judgments, of- 
ten it* the Hght -of greät geaeral truthis, and of principles 
applicable to the case. Who gave you the right to 
dictatato the Spirit of God, how he shonld have writ- 
ttn his word 1 and, because he has notdone it, in ihe 
waym whkh you/ s^y it was bis duty to do«**-on a sup- 
posiiion oontrary to your favortte Qpini<M*-<-<thepefore 
eonolude that opirromirmst be true T Tbriit prooeed- 
iog ioo fiev Yet, thus you «peak of Luke, who was 
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men ° { w J^W8pirit of God. "It was bis duty to 
say ' "^JjJfied that the Apostles acted unadvisedly, 
^3SSTthey had no right to transfer the authority, 
JJnich they had received from the Saviour. For bis 
•ilence, and of course bis implied recognition of this 
act as authorized, (non-sequitur,) has led to the con- 
tinuation of this very office, with all its ordinary pow- 
ers, from that time down to the present bour," and so, 
forsoolh, poor Luke, or the spirit of God, must bear all 
.the blame of the errors and Usurpation of the Episcopal 
Hierarchy. Why neither Luke nor the Spirit of God 
ever said that the Apostles had received the authority 
of Christ's Headship, and there was no need to say, 
they had no right to transfer it. Silence under such 
circumstances was any thing but a recognition of such 
authority. Marvelous logic! Because I never, for 
one moment, admit, or imagine, that the president of 
the United States has power to create or perpetuate a 
pririleged Order, therefore, when I give an account of 
his appointing a man to some vacant office, without 
expressing an opinion about it at all, if I do not State the 
tact to be unauthorized, I must of course recognize that 
he had authority to elevate the appointed person to the 
privileged order I ! and, to make the logic more glar- 
ing, if I should have happened to be, the historian 
Bancroft, I must be held responsible for all the errors and 
abuses of those, who some two hundred years hence, 
will uphold the president in his Usurpation, should he 
claim to do so, and contend, that, from the beginning 
of our govermhent, he had the right to create a pri- 
vileged order I AU this you doubtless esteem a de- 
fence of Luke, as an historian, whom you seek to en- 
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Jist in proof of the Episcopal claims. Excuse me, if I 
say, 

"Nontellauxilio, 
Nee defensoribus istis." 

7. I remark that Peter, and the^disciplcs were so far 

from recognizing the right or authority of the Apostles 

to transfer the power of Christ' s headship to Matthias, 

that they actually referred the matter to God, and 

prayed him to shew which one He had chosen. They 

never doubted, for a moment, the fäct, that Christ was 

t to make the choice. To Him they believed pertained 

the power, even when they proposed that the election 

of Jesus Christ should be determined by the use of the 

lot, after pfayer. So fär were they from undertaking 

to tule and govern the church, by virtue of Christ' s 

transferred Headship, that they actually and formally 

referred the matter of filling the vacanöy of Judas, to 

Him, as their acknöwledged Lord and Supreme Head. 

I remark, finally, that there is no notice of the Or- 
dination, or consecration, of Matthias to the office of 
Apostle. They ga\re forth their lots; the lot feil on Mat- 
thias, and he was numbered with the Apostles. This 
is all that is said about it. No notice is ever after- 
ward taken of Matthias. We never hear his name 
mentioned, but in due season, the Lord Jesus Christ 
commissions Saul of Tarsus, and sends him forth, al- 
Jthough as one born out of due time, yet not a whit 
behind the chief of the Apostles, who speaks of his au- 
thority received from the Lord, not from the Apostles, 
" to whom he gave place by subjection no not for one 
hour." 

In view, therefore, of all these facts, I cannot but ex- 
.press my surprise, at the very bold and confident man- 
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ner, in which you think you have proved, from tfae 
case of Matthias, that the Apostles had successors, con- 
stituted such by themselves, with plenary authority, 
like their own, even that of Christ* 8 Headship on earth. 
Your argument has failed in every particular. And 
you have brought out your conclusion in a manner al- 
together unsustainable. 

"Few persons," you say, "are willing to reject the 
' acts of the Apostles,' and therefore they must recog- 
nize the transfer of apostolic authority to Matthias. 
If so, the position is established, that the Apostles had 
successors." Truly ! but there is an if in the case. I 
reject not the acts of the Apostles, nor should I, were 
I to say, that I see ao evidence of what you affirm, that 
Matthias, by Divine direction, filled the vacancy of Ju- 
das. All that it can prove is, that Judas had a succes- 
sor — that is all. What you say about the promise, 
"Lo! I am with you always to the end of the world," 
does not prove that they were to have successors of 
like authority with themselves. I see not how it " is 
a clear intimation that the (Apostolic) office was to con- 
tinue." Nor, admitting that Matthias received like 
gifts with the Apostles on the day of Pentecost, does it 
help your argument, for if the context proves that the 
whole one hundred and twenty disciples, as well as the 
eleven, partook of the gifts, and if Matthias' endow- 
ment with them, was "the distinct recognition of the 
right to transfer tbeir office," by the Apostles, theo 
for the same reason, the whole one hundred and twenty 
must have been made, and recognized as Apostles, too. 

The use you make of the Qumbers eleven and twelve, 
do not confirm your conclusion. What is sftid about 
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Peters standing up with the ekven, does not of neces- 
sity imply, that there were eleven beside him — only 
that he was one of them, and the most conspicuoüs of 
the band that numbered eleven, and were commonly 
called "the eleven." There is, in fact, nothing posi- 
tive to be inferred from the use of the word twelve, 
whether by Paul, in Chr., xv, 5, or by Luke, in Jtcts, 
vi, 2, whöm yöu quote ; for after the death of Judas, 
and before the election of Matthias, on the very occasion 
when Christ uttered the words of your text, and but two 
verses after, John calls the College of Apostles, then 
numbering only eleven, the twelve. a But Thomas, one 
öf the twelve, called Didymus, was not with them when 
Jesus came." There were actually but ten Apostles pre- 
sent, when Christ breathed on them, and said, " as my 
Father hath sent me, even so send I you." If this, ac- 
cording to your shewing, was their third and last com- 
mission, Thomas never was fully made an Apostle, for 
there is no pioof that Christ afterwards addressed these 
words to him« Yet, these ten are spoken of as " the 
twelve." 

The truth is, the phrase, the twelve, like the seventy 
judges, denoted the College, which, when complete, 
comprised just that number, neither more nor less, but 
did not imply, in every instance, that every one was 
present. There might be one or more absent, from 
the court of the seventy, still it would, by a very 
common license of speech, be called the seventy, that 
being its current and familiär name. So the apostles 
were designated for a season, the eleven, about the 
time of Judas' apostacy, and death, for a very obvious 
but temporary reason, but more frequently, the twelve, 
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because their number had been that, during the days of 
Christ, and is to be that, in the kingdom of Heaveo, 
when the Apostles shall sit on twelve thrones judging 
the twelve tribes of Israel. 

You dispatch, in a very summary way, the account, 
which Christ and Peter both give, of the design of the 
Apostles' office, that they should be witnesses, by say- 
ing, that there would have been no need to have or- 
dained Matthias, if that was all. When you have 
proved that ever Matthias was ordained, then may you 
make use of it in argument, not before. This you have 
not done, and this I defy you to do. 

Your first case, cited in proof of the apostolic suo 
cession, fails. In my next letter, I shall notice the 
further proof you attempt on this point, from the case 
of Timothy. 



LETTER VIII. 
the argument for timothy's episcopate. 

Rev, and dear siä: 

Your second argument, in proof of the " Apostolical 
succession," is taken from the case of Timothy and 
Titus, the former of whom, you say, Paul " placed as 
ApostJe over the church at Ephesus, and the latter, 
over the church in Crete*" with "supreme authority, 
to rule and govern the church, and also to set apart 
Eiders and Deacons— inferior and subordinate minis- 
ters." Of the Apostles, you say again — so that I can- 
not have mistaken, or misrepresented, your views about 
the authority you claim to have been transferred, 
to them, and through them, on your Bishops — "All 
power was centered in them, yet they, by the guidance 
of the Spirit, transferred their office to others, and also 
created inferior grades in the ministry, with limited 
powers, deriving these powers directly from them- 
selves." 

I shall notice your " proof," and the facts in the 
ease. You have quoted, as evidence that " the Apos- 
tle places him, (Timothy,) over the church at Ephe- 
sus, and gives him the power to ordain Eiders and 
Deacons, in the churches." what I am constrained to 
say, you will not find in either epistle to Timothy. 
Your quotations are garbled passages of the sacred 
Scriptures. Who that reads the following, pointed as 
10 
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you have it, would not think, that the words you itali- 
cise, stood in the epistle to Timothy, just as you have 
given them t " St. Paul says, the charge that I com- 
mit unto thee, son Timothy, that thou mayest know how 
thou oughest to behaue thyself in the house of God, whick 
is the church of the living God, the pülar and ground qf 
truth" You certainly intended it to be understood, that 
Paul gave Timothy this charge, for his direction, in 
the exercise of the supreme potoer of Christ*» Head- 
ship, or of the Apostolical office— identical with you — 
which, you say, was transferred to him. I will not 
say, that you meant to deceive the reader, but this I 
must say, that a all must admit, who are familiär with 
the word of God," that you are egregiously mistaken. 

In the Ist chapter of Timothy, and 18th verse, the 
first part of your quotdtion occurs, in these words — 
" This charge I commit unto thee, son Timothy;" all that 
Paul says, in immediate connectioti, to explain what 
charge it was he meant, you omit, and then you com- 
plete your quotations, as though they were one and in- 
divisible, by taking the remainderfrom 1 Timothy, iü, 
15 — twö chapters ahead — a garbled extract from atto- 
ther verse, in these words — " that thou mightest know 
how thou oughtest to behave thyself in the house qf God, 
which is the Church of the living God, the jnllar and 
ground of the truth." Give me Iiberty tö weave parts 
of different texts together, in' this style, without refer- 
ence to their immediate connection, and I can prove 
any thing I choose, from the BiMe. 

Büt, as I wöuld not dare to do it, so l will not con- 
sent that you shall; and, lest you should say — that the 
generaHmport is the same — and that you did but rfasp 
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together the head and tail of PauPs Charge to Timo- 
thy, Ieaving out the body, and merely alluding to it — 
lQt us examine it, for a moment, and see if it be the 
very sort of charge for which you have passed it off. 
This charge leommitto thee, son Timothy — what charge? 
his general charge at Ordination 1 By no means; but 
this specific charge, " according to the prophecies which 
went before on thee, that thou, by them> mightest war a 
good warfare; holding faith and a good conscience, 
fvhich some having put away y concerning faith, have 
trtade shipwreck, of whom is Hymeneus and Alexander" 
1 Tim., i, 18, 19. Paul, you perceive, charged Timo- 
thy, that he should demean himself as a minister of 
Jesus Christ, according to the prophecies which went be- 
fore on him — i. e, previously delivered concerning, or 
to hini.* It is a charge, relating to hfe personal piety 
an<J faithful ministry, that he realize fully, all that had 
been prophesied concerning him, Where js there any 
thing in all this, like giving him power to ordain Ei- 
ders and Deacons 1 It certainly was not Paul's Ordi- 
nation charge, for it was delivered by letter. Ordina- 
tion cannot thus be performed. 

As to the other passage,t which you cite from, 1 
Tim., üi, 15, the yerse, in it& connection, reads thus: 
*' These things write / unto thee, hoping to come unto 
thee shortly; but if Itarry lang, that thou mightest know 

* See Roseninueller and Bloomfield, &c, ad. loc. 

t Since the above was prepared for the press, I perceive that n necond edition 
of the sermon has appeared, in which it hos bfecn attempted to amend Üiese gmrMed 
quotations. The language, with the exception of the words " Son Timothy," con- 
talned in the first part of the quotation from 1. Hrn., i, 15, is taken from 1. Tim., lii, 
14« 15. Had the quotation etooü in the first, as in the second edition, I would have 
wlthheld tbe above remarks, and have only asked« by waajt Bort of logie Paul'« 
nrriting a letter of Instruction, about various matters, to Timothy, proves that "the 
Apostle-places him over tbechureh.at Ephesus, and gives htm the power to ordain 
Eiders and Deacons in the ehurches ?" The quotation as it Stands in the first, hos 
mneli more of theaemblance of proof» than as it Stands ia the. seeon^ edition. 
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how ihou oughtest to behaue thyself in the house of Cfoct, 
which is the church, (a church — an assembly — the word 
BKKLESiA wants the arlicle,) of the living God. Grie- 
bach connects the following words, viz: "the pillar 
and ground of truth," with what comes after, and com- 
mences a new sentence with them, a pillar and ground 
(orToundation) of the truth, and confessedly great, is the 
(this) mystery of godliness, God was manifest in the 
flesh," &c. This is PauFs own account of the mat- 
ter. So far from its being a solem« Ordination charge, 
transferring power to Timothy, to U9e your own fa- 
vorite expression, the utmost you can make of it, fs, 
that it is a letter of special Instruction, to assist him in 
giving Instruction to others, as to the general subject of 
prayer, of the dress and behavior of women, and of the 
qualißcations of Bishops, Deacons, and Deacons wives. 
In all this, I see nothing like the transfer of power, or 
the charge of Ordination, for which you plead. These 
instructions, given to Timothy, do not ppove Timothy r s 
supremacy, or pretatical power, in the church at Ephe- 
sus. N They were far, very far. from constituting him a 
Diocesan Bishop. 

The passage you quote in this connection, from 2 
Timothy, ii, 2, does not prove Timothy, either to have 
been endowcd with this power himself, or to have been 
authorized to transfer it to others. It did not form 
part of the same charge, and was written at a later 
date. AU that you can fairly make out of it, is> that 
Paul would have Tim<Miy carefal, to seek out, and to 
introduce to the ministerial office, persons qualified to 
understand, and to preach, the great and gracious truths 
which he had heard and learned from Paul, and that 
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toone others should be ordained. " Thou, therefore, 
my son, be streng in the grace that is in Christ Jesus, 
aöd the things thoü hast heard of me, among many 
Witnesses, the säme, commit thotr to faithful men, who 
shäll be able to teach others also/' ' This is a charge, 
wtofch We Presbyterians feel to be as importattf, arid 
weighty, as äny other. But, wbiie we severally real- 
ize our obligations to seek out, and while we endeavor 
to hava thorotighly instrueted, well qualified and coni- 
petent men fof the gospel ministry—- workmen well in- 
strueted in the things which Paal taught— we have 
never yet seen, how our obligations, in thfs matter, 
require üs to submit thera to Episcopal Ordination/ 
That remains still fo be sliöwn; since you, in common 
with all prelatical writers, have failed in your argu- 
ment here. ■■ * ' 

You have, indeed, asserted, that the nanie of Bishop 
was then given to the second grade in the mtnistry, 
the highest being designated by the term " JfyostU" 
The inreorreotness of this, I shall have occasion,- in a 
more suitable place, to show. At present, I remark, 
that the instruejtiöns, about Bishops and their qualifi- 
oatlons, which Paul gave to Timothy, äpply <m\y to' 
yout* seeohd grade of minister«, viz : Presbyters, or ac- 
cordmg td yoor prefewed homenclatttre, "Priest^" ahd 
not to your Diocesan Biahöps, the dueeessors of the 
Apostlee, and themaelves Apostles. Not a wofd of 
iattFoetioti, thörefore, is to be föund in all the New 
Testament, aecording to your showing, about the du- 
ties and qualifications of your Bishops, i. e. the Dioöe- 
sans, or the "Episcopal Bishops," of the first grade 
aböve the ßrehopa or-Presbyters of the Apostles! days. 
10* f 
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Ifl this at all Hkely 1 I ask, in your own language, 
"wonld sogreat an ofljce as Christ Himself bad recei- 
ved from His Father, (be transferred) to feeble and 
short sigbted men, without giving them Instructions a» 
to the tnanner, in which its duties were to be perfor- 
med, and more especially, wbetber it could be traosfer- 
red to others V All Paulis Instruction, according to 
your own admission, applies to the aecond grade, Timo- 
thy, therefore, was told all about making Biskops, i, e, 
Priests, but not a word about what sort of men sbould 
be made "Episcapal Bishops" i. e. Apostubs, tosuc- 
ceed himself. It is passing stränge, that not a word 
should have been said about your highes t grade, in the 
epistle either to Timothy, or to Titus! ! 

The silence of Paul, oo this subject, raises a very 
high presumption, that there was no such office, as 
your Apostouc Bishop, and that the distinction you 
make, along with Dr. Onderdonk, and others, between 
such Bishops, and Bishops of the second grade, whom 
he calls " Presbyter-Bishops," has no foundation in re- 
ality. 

Still, you claim, that Timothy had power to ordatn, 
and that this power extended to what you call the two 
inferior grades of the ministry, viz: the Presbyter* 
Bishops— ans wer i ng to your Priests — and the Dea- 
cons. You quote, in proof of this, the passage, " lay 
hands suddenty on no man." Power to ördam, does 
not prove Timothy to have been an Apostle, unless 
you first establish an inferior grade in the ministry. 
This, you have not done. i 

That the Deacons were the lower grade of the min- « 
istry, you think " is evident from the faet, that St 
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Stephen and St. Phillip, both Deacons, preacked, and 
tbe latter, baptixed." There is no proof that ever 
Stephen preached. All that is said about him, is, that 
when certain members of tbe Synagogue of the Liber- 
tines, disputed with htm, they could not resist the 
wisdom and the Spirit, by which he spoke." Acts, vi, 
i 19. Many an excellent Presbyteriao Deacon can give 

proof of his talent for disputation, and of his skill in 
silencing adversaries by the force of argument, yet do 
we not account such preachers, for all that. We hold, 
that laymen have a natural right to speak, and to dis^ 
pute, if they find it neocssary, on subjects connected 
with religion. Tbe right of speaking, and disputing 
privately, socially, publicly, as opportunities may bc 
afforded, pertains to men, naturally. It is not the right, 
exclusively, of the ministry. See Acts, viii, 4. You 
may call it lay-preaching. We do not so understand 
it. The preaching of the Gospel, which pertains to 
the ministry, and is authoritativelike the proclamation 
of a herald, is very different frora any thing you can 
show, that ever Stephen did proving him to have been 
a publicly authorized, or ordained, minister of the Gos- 
pel. 

And as for Phillip, who also baptized, we are ex- 
pressly told that he was an Evangelist, see Acts, xxi, 
8 — a distinctly recognized officer in the church of Godl 
See Eph* t iv, 11, so that what of right pertained to 
him as such, cannot legitimately be referred to the office 
of Deacon, to which he seems first to have b$en cal- 
led. Especjally, when the duties of a Deacon are so 
carefully stated to have been those of a secular char- 
acter, see Act», vi, 1-3, vis: the daily rainistratton or 
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distribution of food or help to tfre poor; and wttta, in 
Paul's Instructions given to Timothy, 1 Tim,, iii, 8-1S 
relative to the Deqcon's qualifications and dttty, there 
is not a word, directly or indirectly, implying that 
they were publicly authorized teächers, commissioned 
preachers or heralds of the Gotpßh 

The fact, that Peter and John, together, laid their 
hands on the converts at Samaria— that the converts 
thus received the Holy Ghost, does not prove either, 
that Phillip was a Deacon, or that he was inferior to 
them. It was nothing like your rite of consecration, 
for Peter and John officiated together, and they, on 
whom they laid their hands, received the Holy Spirit 
in a visible manner, so that even unbelievers, saw it, 
Jicte, viii, 18. All that can be fairly affirmed, in rela- 
tion to it, is, that the Aposties Peter and John, them- 
selves, endowed with miraculous power and visibly im- 
parted, also communicated to the converts at Samaria, 
in the same visible manner, the miraculous gifts of the 
Spirit. It proves, indeed, the superiority of Peter and 
John, as Jlposües; but, that superiority, consisted, 
among other things, in power to impart, miraculous 
gifts, and the Spirit, visibly, to them that believed — not 
in ruling, governing, ordaining, and such like things. 

The power to ordain, and to discipline, they did ex- 
er-eise; but h was us Presbyters, Styling themselves 
such, and aocoonting themselvfcs £ellow-£resbytbr&, 
with ©there, who, yon say, were inferior to them, see 
1 Peter, v, I; 2 Jokn 7 1; 3 John, i. It is essential to 
your Claims, that you prove— 1. That Timothy— and 
the same remarks apply also to Titus— posscssed the 
qualifications, was endowed with« the powert, and <lis- 
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charged the duties of an Jlpostle. 2. That he posses- 
sed powers of a grade superior to Presbyter-Bishops. 
3. That such powers were designed to be permanent 
in the church, &c. And 4. That he was regularly 
constituted a Diocesan Bishop, with plenary authority 
to rule and govern the ministry and the churches. 
You have proved none of these points, cssential to 
your argumenta nor have they been proved by any 
prelatical writer. 

I have shown what were the qualifications, powers, 
and duties, appropriate and peculiar to the Apostles. 
Timothy possessed none of Ihem; nor do we ever read 
of his having imparted visibly, the Spirit, or done any 
of those things, peculiar to the Apostles. Before you 
can cite the power, to ordain, to express judgmcnt, to 
exercise discipline, or to rule in the church, which 
Timothy possessed, as proof of his being an Apostle, 
you must prove, that these pertained exclüsively, to 
the Apostles. This has ever been denied. Every 
prelatical writer, as yet, has failed to prove it. It 
avaiis you not to say, that the Apostles had power to 
ördain — which no one drsputes— unless you can prove, 
that they alcne, had this power, and tbat it was pecu- 
liar to their Apostolic officc. 

Mr. Barnes,* exposed fuUy, the inconclusiveness of 
Dr. Onderdonk's reasoning on this point; and under- 
took to show, that, wbile he assumcd this falsely, there 
is not the traee of evidence> in any of the füll and 
separate accounts given of their appointment, in MaL, x, 
Mark, iii, 12, and Luke, vi— and also, that there is not, 
in any of the important and miaute Instructions g»ven 

* See ht§ Episcopacy Examinect. 
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to them, the least hint> either that the power to ordain 
pertained exclusively to them, or that they were supe* 
riorin ministerial rights and authority. Nota word 
was intimated to thiseffect, when the seventy disciples 
were cornmissioned at once, Luke, x, 1-16; nor after 
the resurrection of Jesus Christ, Mat., xxviii, 18-20, 
Mark, xvi, 15-18, Luke % xxiv, 47-49; nor is there any 
where eise, in the New Testament, proof, that this 
power to ordain, and superiority of ministerial rank, 
dignity and authority, were peculiar to the Apostolic 
office. When will you, gentlemen, who insist upon 
your being Apostles, and possessed of Apostolic pow- 
ers, meet this point, so essential in your argument, and 
give us proof, and not assumption ] It has been called 
for, for hundreds of years, but has not yet been pro- 
duced. 

The distinction between Apostles and Eiders, we 
admit. and have shown wherein it consists. Dr. On- 
derdonk's attempt to cite that distinction, in proof of 
superiority as to ministerial power, is a begging of the 
question. Let the superiority be first established; then 
he may cite the distinction, but not before. 

What you say, therefore, about Timothy's power to 
ordain, being proof of his apostleship, is to no purpose, 
tili you have met this point. Nor is it to your purpose, 
to teil us of Paul's Instructions to Timothy, about judi- 
cial cases. It is a very common thing among us Pres- 
byterinns, in writing to each other, to give similar ad- 
vice, yea and sometimes too, to private members of the 
nhurch, never to receive an accusation against an Eider, 
or even any one eise, but before two or three witnesses; 
which, if it were universally practiced among ministers 
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and church members, how mueh sl ander and mischief 
would be prevented. The Eiders af the Presbyterian 
church in this city, not very long since, addressed a let- 
ter tö its members, iftculcating this great principle of 
Christian morality. None of them ever dreamed, that, 
by such advice, in relation to the great obligations which 
lie at the foundation öf social order and of Christian 
peace and fellowship, we were conferring on them judi- 
cial power. 

You assume what is to be proved, that Paul, in wri- 
ting to Timothy was endowing him with official author- 
ity; whereas he was only illustrating, and expounding, 
or giving Instruction and counsel as to, the great princi- 
ples of right, of truth, of morality, and of Christian fei- , 
lowship, which it behoovedhim, and every Evangelist, 
Bishop, or Eider, to understand; and even suggesting 
private advice, for his own personal benefit, and for the 
preservation of his health. 

Still less to the point is your allusion to the fact, that 
Paul told Timothy " to Charge some that they teach no 
other doctrine, than that which Paul himself had 
made known to them" — which any and every Pres- 
byter is competent to do, who is himself instructed in 
the doctrine of Paul, and which implies nothing of the 
power of ordaining and deposing, or ruling and govern- 
ing. Neither, from all that you, nor from what other 
advocates of Episcopacy, have written, nor in all the 
controversies on the stibject, has proof been produced 
of any one of the first three things I have mentioned 
so essential to the argument, viz : that Timothy was 
an Apostle,-*-that he possessed powers superior to 
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Presbyter Bishops— and that such powers were design- 
ed to be perpetual in the church. 

You insist, however, that he was constituted Apos- 
tolifc Bishop of Ephesus. If so, we grant that you 
have proved all. Your argument is this: the chargeof 
Paul, to the Eiders of Ephesus differed, radically, from 
that to Timothy, and involves, neither the power of Or- 
dination, nor power over one another — nor proves that 
Timothy was appointed over them as their superior, 
their governing Bishop. The grand difference in the 
charges t© Timothy, and to the Eiders of Ephesus, on 
which you lay so much stress, is, that the Charge to Ti- 
mothy was to nmpersonally, whcreas that to the Eiders 
was to them collectively as a body. You certainly are 
aware, that the Charge to the Eiders was delivered per- 
sonally by Paul, when they met him at Miletus, — that 
that to Timothy was written to him as an individual — 
but that neither was an official charge appointing to 
office, or transferring power. You must admit that they 
were Eiders before this charge was delivered — as was 
Timothy an Evangelist, before he received Paul's let- 
ter. We are not, therefore, to infer, in either case, 
the " transfer" of power from the Apostle. Whatever 
power they severally had, they liad it before ; and 
therefore, if itis to be determined from Paul's charge, 
it must be inferred from the things and duties referred 
to. You see nothing, however, in the Apostle's charge 
to the Eiders, implying any thing eise than power to 
" nourish the members with the bread of life" — which 
is all you admit that feeding the church of Gotf imports, 
and obligations " to be watchful over themselves lest 
some might be led away from the faith." Allow you 
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to define the Apostle'a terina to suit your argument, 
and to assume, as he does, the very thing in dispute or 
to pul interpretationa ön PauPe language which are 
deaied to be oörreet, ja&d you raay .bring out the proof 
tofuit yc*L . 

But, let us.look at PauPa language. Although the 
Charge to TimoXhy> is more extended and minute, and 
that to the Eiders of Ephesus, more general and com- 
prehensive, yet doea the latter include all that the for- 
mer can be claimed tp aiean« The whole pofnt and 
force of the argqrpent, asdrawnout by Dr. Onderdonk, 
turns on the circumstance Ibat in writing to Timothy, 
Paul says, "thop," hui in speaking to the Eiders, he 
says " you. m . The logic pf tbis argumönt has yet to 
be shown, Whatever duties were appropriate to Ti- 
mothy asa Presbyter, eitherperspnaIly,.or in common 
with his fellow Presbyters, Paulof course in writing 
to Timothy for his benefit, and especially as an influ- 
ential teacher, would use : the singulajf thou. Before 
you can use this circumstalice for your purpose, you 
must prove superiority, The mere use of the Singu- 
lar does not prove it-^npr does the nature. of the du- 
ties enjoined, nor the ad vice given. 

The language of Paul to the Eiders of Ephesus, is 
"Take heed, therefore, to yoürselves, and to all the 
flock, over which the Holy Ghost hath made you 
overseers (bishops) — to feed the churchof God, which 
He hath purchased with His own blood. For I knöw 
this, that after my departing« shaÜ grievous wolves en* 
ter in among you, not sparing the flock. Also of your 
own selves, shall men arise, speaking perverse things, 
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to draw away diseipleg after them. Therefore,* watch." 
Now the first thing worthy of notice here, is the com- 
prehensive injunction of the Apostle, cöyering three 
great classes of duties peculiar to thosfe who exercise 
the Episcopa] office. They were Ist, to take heed to 
themsehes. The context shows that the Apostle 
raeant, not each man to take " heed to himself," but mu- 
tually, reciprocally and, severally, bach to the other.-»- 
I know no better language to express, briefly and com- 
prehensively, all that we Presbyter-bishops feel bound 
to do towards each other, in the way of disciplioe, and 
yet claim no superiority of one over the other« 2d, 
They were to take heed to all the ßock, and in this, as 
well as the former respect, to do it as Bishops, or over- 
seers. Diligent attention to discharge Episcopal du- 
ties and obligations. to her members, and to the church 
collectively, is what Paul here urges — nor can you 
possibly make bis words mean l$ss. 3d. They were 
tofeed the Church of God. It was to accomplish this 
the more effectually, that he urged them to take heed 
to discharge their Episcopal functions. Yet you teil 
us, all this means " those duties only — that relate to 
the pastoral office, such as feeding the church, that is 
nourishing the members with the bread of life" 

Now, sir, you certainly are aware that the Word 
feed, here used by the Apostle, poimanein, means more 
than preaching, praying, exhorting, giving counsel and 
administering the Lord's Supper. Did you mean to con- 
vey the idea that it does not 1 surely you know that it 
li terally means to do the work — to discharge the office— 
of a shepherd ; and also, that the duties and office of a 

* Acts, xx, 88-31. 
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shepherd and a Bishop, arc identical, in the estimation 
of the Apostle Peter, who says that Jesus Christ is the 
Shepherd and Bishop of souls, 1 Peter, ii, 25. The pasto- 
ral and Episcopal office were identical, in so far as Jesus 
Christ^ the Great Head of the Cburch, possessed them. 
How come you then to separate them t while never- 
theless claiming, that Üetransferred that Headship to 
the Apostksl Your opinion is of little value when 
you teil us, that your Apostoiic Bishops are something 
greatly superior to pastors, as long as the fact cannot 
bedenied — that, so far as Christ is öoncerned, there was 
no difference. 

Beside, I would ask, are you not aware, that the 
power of discipline — the power to rule änd govern the 
church — is actually expressed by this phrase feed the 
Church 1 The Lexieographers will teil you, that it is 
used to signify ruling, governing, both by classical and 
scriptural writers. See, also, Mat, ii, 6. "That shall 
rule my people Israel." Rev., ii, 27. " He shall rule 
them with a rod of iron" — It is the same word. Peter 
identifies this feeding, with doing the workof a Bishop, 
1 Peter, v, 2. Dr. Onderdonk has admitted that the 
word has this meaning;*but he claims, that this power 
to rule, pertaining to the Presby ter-bishops, äs he calls 
them, or to the pastors as you call them, extended only 
to the church members, whereas that of Timothy re- 
lated to the clergy; but the proof of this he has not 
adduced. His argument is, that Paul's charge to Ti- 
mothy, implies the grant of higherpowers to Timothy, 
than what is implied in his charge to the Eiders at 
Ephesüs. 

*Workf 60 Episcopwy, lt. 43& 
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I have shown that the only difference is to be found 
in these two circumstances, viz: Ist, that Timothy'» 
Charge was addressed to him personal}*/, because con- 
tained in an epistle sent to him, white that to the Eiders 
was done eollectively, they being atl present together; 
and 2d, that while Timothy'« charge f« drawft out in 
more minute details, that to the Eiders is more gen- 
eral but equally comprehensive, and neither ^f these 
circumstajitial points of difference, can be tortored into 
proof of Timothy'« soperior power,— as thoogh he wa« 
to rule and gorern the Eiders, and they to rule and 
govern the Church. If Timothy^« busineafr was* witb 
the clergy, Paul ha« most strangely failed to reflder 
hiß Charge to him in this matter, iateUigible. 

Being thus deprived of these assumptions, you will 
find it imposstble to establish the fourth point, so essend 
tial to your argument, viz: that Timothy was consti- 
tuted Diocesan of Ephesus, or a traveimg Bishop— 
should you object to my gtving him a Diocesan cha- 
racter — and that he was, as such, possessed of author- 
ity to rule and govern the clergy, i. e« of power soperior 
to Presbyter-bishops. You have said that Timothy 
was not placed over the Eiders of Ephesus, whenPaul 
delivered to tbem hiß charge« Paul had been abseni 
from Ephesus for<gome time, so that aceording to your 
own admission, there was no u Episcopal Bishop" there, 
at that time. Now, when he-sent for the Eiders,, or 
Pastors and Bishops of Ephesus, whieh you call them, 
to meet him at Müetus, and delivered to them bis 
charge, it was evidentty. see Acts, xx, 22, under the 
impression, that it was highly probable this woul&be 
his last interview with them, and charge to them. Yet 
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not a word did he say to them. about a superior Bishop; 
nor was the least hint dropped, that ever such an offic$ 
would or ought to be appointed. hy them. It is very 
stränge, if a superior grade of Bishops existed, and 
was to be permanent, that some aJlusion should not 
have been raade to this high fimctionary, and to their du- 
ties toward him 1 Especially, when it was so essential, 
as you teach, for him tokeepup thaline ofsuecession. 
This silence of Faul, du the subject of " Episcopal 
Bishops/' when charging the Eiders of Ephesus, and 
bis further, and still more unaccountable, silence, 
when giying Timothy bis Instructions, prove conclu- 
sively, the utter fallacy of those assumptrons, which 
you quo te, in common with all the ädvocates of prela- 
cy, and without which, you coufd not even have the 
appearance of argumenta As there is no proof, accor- 
ding to your own admission, of there having been a 
Diocesan, or Apostolic Bishop, at Ephesus, when Paul 
sent for the Eiders to meet him at Müetus — as no plea 
will'or can be put in, in favor of Timothy's being such 
at that time — and as there is, therefore, no proof of 
there having been a superior order of clergy in Ephe- 
sus, you are limited, in your argument, to these two 
points, neither of which you can establish, but both of 
which you have assumed, viz: 1. That, because Timo- 
thy was called an Apostle, he was possessed of the 
powers of the twelve, and therefore superior to Pres- 
byter Bishops; and, 2. That Paul actually appointed 
him to this high dignity and Station, after he had giv- 
en his charge to the Eiders of Ephesus. 

You have called Timothy an Apöstle, and so have 
other prelatical writers; but suppose he had been cal- 
il* 
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led such in the Scripfures — what tKenf The worcF 
Aposrtie is, soraetimes, usedin ite gcmrfc serne, to meöo- 
etfpressly a mtssenger, withaert defining bis power», 
aikf af ethers, m a specific sen$e> to deoöte tbe highes?!* 
g*ade otf öfficers in the chttfrch of, €fod-— the twdvfe 
men called! and choset* of Jesus* Christ, to be Bis WÄ- 
«esses thronghout the earth. Bfefore yw efcn avait 
yourself of this circtimstanee, you must pföye, th*l 
Thnotfry ivas called Apostle, in the wry s&itte afrecifie 
seftse, and wrtb the very same powers, in which that* 
term speciaföy designated the tweiVe. This yoo have 
not attempted; roor ha-s it been done, by any prelaticarf 
writefs, that hatne embarked, at any time, in this cö&- 
troversy. 

Bot not to rnsist on this; T deny, that there is any 
evidence, that Timothy was evei* caä led an Apostle. 
In I Thes*., i, 1, Paul and Sftvanus, and Timothetis, 
are named as the writefs of this epistle, and in 1 Thess., 
ii t 6, Paul says, M nor of man söoght we glory, whe» 
we might have been burdensöme as ffee Jfyasiles of 
Christ/* It is only by inference, or impllcation, at 
most then, that Timothy was cafled an Apostle. But 
is that inference Cörrect? It will not be denied, that 
Paul often speaks^ of himself in the pluräl nümber. 
That.be does so in 1 Thess., ii, 6, is evident fröm the 
context. The first two Verses, of this second chapteiy 
show, that he had reference to himself aione, for Timo- 
thy was not with him at Phiftppi. Tkess., ii, I, Ö. 

Beside, there isproof, in the epistle hself,thatwfiife 
Paul entered, by Christian cotrrtesy, the names of Timo- 
thy and Silvanus, as öoneurring with him, fn that epis^- 
tle, he, nevertheless, expressed himself so as to have 
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ifc distinctly understoodi th'at he, personally, was the 
writer. Compare 1 Thess., iii, 4-11; ir, 9, 10; r, 1, 
Vtf 14, 23, 25, 2fT. 

StiH fimheivP«ai was very cktefbi to distingirish 
Bimself, as a/t Apcfsllehy oßce, frorn Timothy.. Both, 
ifi 3* Cor M i r 1, and CoL, f ? 1, he tises these words, 
"Paul, an i#po$*/e of Jesu* Christ, and Timothy ourbra* 
tker. n It does not at tft oempört with his usualmo- 
desty, to assume to himsdfa dignifiecTtiffe, ancf« to with- 
höld h from Timothy. There is no place, where Paul 
usös Ms own an<f Timothy'^ ifermes together, in which 
he ever recognizea Timofhy as an Äpostfe like him- 
self. Compare 2 Cor., i, 1; PhiL, i, 1; CoL, i, 1; 
1 Thess., i, 1; 2, Tfcesa., f, 1. It behooves you to ac* 
coont fot th'rs very singular puaetiliousness on the part 
of Paul, if Timothy was an Apostle. The proof is 
much stronger that h£ was not, thafl that he was. All 
your proof, therefor&,of Timothy^ superiority in Of- 
fice, on this grotwd, vanisfaes. 

The secontLassumption, whfch you have not proved, 
ig, that Paul appoihted him over the Church, asEpisco- 
pal Bishop,, or Apoätle at Ephesns. PauPs own ac- 
count of thrs matter is, that he lefi him there fot a spe- 
cial purpose, when he himself Went into Macedonia. 
I besought thee to abide still at Ephesns, when I went 
into Macedonia,. I &., i; 3; Strange, marvokwreJy 
stränge, langnage, to hold, if Pari meant to aay, that 
he had appornted and placed him over the chörch as- 
"Bpiscopal Bishop f" The design of ftw Icfavwig Timo- 
thy beftmd him, as tfte eontext sftows, was to coimter- 
act the herteficäl Jewish teachewr, who* were giving 
heed to fahles, &e. Did Pari marke Timothy Btsboj», 
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to get rid, himself, of the responsibility of disciplining 
these false teachers? The idea is ridiculous. 

This is the only account we have in the New Tes- 
tament, of Timothy's ever being at Ephesus, as Mr. 
Barnes told Dt, Onderdonk. So far from there being 
proof, that he was appointed permanent " Episcopal 
Bishop/' over the church at Ephesus, there is proof to 
the contrary. Paul states, expressly, that the service 
for yrhich he had besought him to remain at Ephesus,, 
was to be rendered tili he came back. See 1 Tim., jv, 
13, and iii, 14, 15. Beside, there is just as rauch proof,. 
that Paul appointed bim Bishop of Thessalonica, as of 
Ephesus. Indeed, more, for he speaka more like exerci« 
sing an appointing power in the former, than in the hatter 
case. See 1 Thess., iii, 1, 2. In the latter case, he 
besought, but in the former, he sent, Timothy to do 
something, which, acoording to your views of church. 
government, pertained to an "Episcopal Bishop«" 

It is certain, that Timothy did not permanently re- 
main at Ephesus. He was with Paul at Rome, in bis 
first imprisonment, and united with him, in the letters 
to the Colossians, Philippians, and Philemon. There 
is not the shadow of proof, in the 2d epistle to Timo- 
thy, tfiat it was directed to him at Ephesus. There is 
proof of the contrary; for- Paul teils him, he had sent 
Tychicus to Ephesus. 2 Jim., iv, 12. It would rather 
appear from the following verse, that it was directed 
to him ai Troas. Tychicus needed not a letter of in- 
troduction to Timothy. The language is not of that 
tenor. The note, added at the dose of the 2d epistle 
to Timothy, declaring him to have been appointed Bi- 
shop of Ephesus, you are well aware, has no authori- 



129 

iy, eitber as Scripture, or history. The epistle writ- 
ten by Paul, to the church at Ephesus, recognizes no- 
thing like an " Episcopal Bishop/' there, You cannot 
adduce any proof, from the Scriptures, that Timothy 
was ever permanently resident in Ephesus — that he 
ever was ordained " Episcopal Bishop" there, or any 
where eise — or that his stay at Ephesus, was any thiBg 
but temporary, and for a special purpose. 

Dr. Onderdonk correctly says, " no ' argument is 

worth taking into äccount,. which has not a palpa- 

ble bearing on the clear and naked topic — the scriptu- 

ral evidence öf Episcopacy."* Por the scriptural tes- 

timony, and history, in. this matter, set forth distinctly, 

and fully, I refer you to Dr. Wilson,, who sums up. the 

whole to thiseffect; that " the offi.ce of Timothy was 

given to him prior to his visiting Ephesus. The duty 

assigned him, was afterwards declared to be the work 

of an Evangelist. 2 Tirn.> iv, 5. His appointment to 

Ephesus, was temporary, being limited, at farthest, to 

the time when Paul should come to him. But an ear- 

lier period ofits termination, was evidently, left to his 

discretion, which he exercised, by coming to Paul into 

Macedonia. Thus there was a description of the con- 

nection, if any had been fixed; but none such was in* 

tended; the epistle was neither a commission nor an 

Ordination, but a mere letter of instruction f directing 

him, in the disCharge of his high and important office 

of Evangelist. ,r t 

* Works on Episcopacy , I.,*p, 4M. 

f Primitive Ootrerament of the Christian chtircht«, pp. 961, 202. 
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* 

titüs and barnabas. 

Rbv. and dear sir: 

The case of Titas, which you cite, in proof of the 
Apostolical succession, is no more conclusive, than that 
of Timothy. They are substantially the same— with 
but one or two slight shades of difference, wholly cir- 
cumstantial. You Gonfidently affirm, that Titus was 
" placed over the church in Crete, by St. Paul, as their 
Apostle or Bishop," The proof you offer, is, first, 
what Paul says, Titus, i, 5> "For fhis cause, left I 
thee in Crete, that thou shouldest set in order the 
things that are wantihg, and ordain Eiders in every 
city, as I had appointed thee." I know not what to 
think of the assertion. you so frecklesöly m&ke, imme- 
diately after quoting this passagg. You say, " you, no 
doubt, are familiär with the fact, that there were one 
hundred cities in the Island of Crete, and yet St. Paul 
gives the charge of every church to Titus." Do you 
mean to say, that churches had been organized in 
every city? and that Titus was appointed to oversee 
themain Your language would make that impres- 
sion; but I cannot think you designed it to do so. The 
proof of the fact you cannot produce. PauPs direc- 
tions to Timothy imply the contrary. 

Dr. Onderdonk has presented the argument as fully 
and forcibly as it can be. Like that, from the case of 
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Timothy, however, it turns on the word '* tiiou" which 
he makes emphatic, as tbough there were other and 
inferior ministers, but Tita» preeminently, emphatical- 
ly, exclusively, wa8 appointed to ordain eiders in every 
city, and to govern as Apostolic Bishop. This, like the 
former, is begging the question. Before this argument 
can have any conclusiveness, it is necessary to prove, 
Ist, that there were Presbyter-bishops ordained in 
Crete when Paul left it 2d. That Titus was appoint- 
ed with powers superior, as a permanent officer, or, as 
you have it, placed over the one hundred churches in 

Crete, 

What the facta in the case were, we can best ascer- 
tain by referring to the terms and design of Titus' ap- 
pointment He was left in Crete — a stränge word to 
denote permanent appointment to an office; but a very 
appropriate one to use, where a special important work, 
commenced by one under the necessity of leaving the 
place, was assigned to another and fellow laborer, who 
was to stay behind. Paul, it seems, had been in Crete, 
and had preached in some of its cities. That he did 
ßo in all, there is no proof. As was his custom, when 
the gospel was first introduced and blessed of God 
among a people, he was careful to select appropriate 
men for the offices of Presbyter and Deacon— in due 
season to ordain them — and thus to give the churches 
he formed a permanent Organization. He first planted, 
and afterwards ordained. Sufficient time had not 
elapsed for him, after the converaions which had taken 
place, and the fruits produced by his and Titus' labors, 
to ordain Eiders. To perfect this work, when called 
from Crete, he left Titus behind him. " For tbis cause," 
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jsatps he, left I thce m Crete, Chat thou dhoulde*t> 86t irr 
brder tbe tkinga that are wontttigv and ordain eftders in 
every city, as I had appointed thee." 

The original wörd, here translated appointed, isnbver 
used, in the New Testament, in the sense of ordainiög 
to an office. It roeaUa to set i» order, to arraage* to- 
regulate, and evideirily pefors, in this oase, to the platte, 
views and gurposes, which Paul had 1 made kiiöWfl^ 
to Titus, before he departed from Crete, and for the 
carrying out and accomplishing of whicty he left 1 Hirn 
there, Two ministers, traveling and laboring togethfcr, 
and, having been blessed of God*to the öonversioa of 
sinners in several towns or villages, where no church 
had been organ&ed, would not immediateiy ordain Eid- 
ers or Deacons, or organjze charches. They woäkT 
take sufficient time first, to prove the truthand stabiH- 
ty of their work. After having arranged their plan», 
and selected the appropriate men for Eiders arid' Dea- 
cons, or given appropriate instruction, should the one 
of chief influence and age be called away, what raore 
natural, than that the other shoufd be left behind to 
consummate the work? and what more natural, than 
that he should express*his wishes, and state the arrange* 
Jme n ts he judged proper, tobe carried in toeffectf Such jj 

things occur among Bishops, claiming neither to be 
Diocesans, nor of a superior order. 

Such, precisely, was the work, to which Paul depo-* 
ted bis friend and fellow laborer, Titus. Where- is 
there proof, in all this, that Titus was of Diocesanau* 
thority 1 or that Paul constituted him Bishop of a su- 
perior order in Crete ? or that he pläced him over thö 
churches in Crete, as thefr permanent ruler? Nöne 
12 
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Whatever. When the chief architeet leaves a work- 
man behind him to carry out bis design, and to finish 
the building they had commenced and been laboripg on 
together, who ever drcams, that he is to become per- 
manent ruler of the house, and to appoint his succes- 
sors, and they others, ever after himl The idea is ab- 
surd. Bqnally so, does it seem to me, is it to argue, 
on such ground, the permanent superiorily of Titus, as 
Apostolic Bishop of Crete. 

Titus was appointed to discharge an important duty, 
when sept by Paul to Corinth with the first epistle. 
See 2 Cor., viii, 6, 16; xü, 18. It appears from va- 
rious passages, that Titus had been successful in recti- 
fying the various disorders which had existed among 
this people, over whom olficers had not been appointed 
by Paul. 2 Cor., vii, 6-16. Having met Paul in Ma- 
cedonia, and given him an account of his success, it 
refreshed his heart, and he sent him to them, with the 
second epistle, and soon after followed in person. Did 
Paul appoint Titus Bishop of Corinth, because he sent 
him to rcctify its disorders, and they manifested their 
obedience to him 1 There is just as valid a reason to 
believe he did, as to believe that he placed him per- 
manent ruler or Bishop apostolic over the churches of 

Crete. 

So far from Titus being made either permanent or 
superior Bishop of Crete, it appears, from Tit.*, Hi, 12, 
that the arrangement was intended to be only tempo- 
rary. * When I shall send Artemas unto thee or Ty- 
chichus, be diligent to come unto me at M'copoHs" By 
that time, he would have done the work for which he 
had been left, and Paul, who loved him so dearly, could 
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not hear to be long deprived of bis companionship in his 
Iäbors. See 2 Cor., ii, 12, 13. 

Paul expected to meet him at Troas, but being dis- 
appointed, went in pursuit of bim into Macedonia, 
wbere he was his companion. He was with him also 
at Jerusalem. See GaL, ii, 1. Does this looklike be- 
ing placed. permanently over the churches in Crete? 
Beside, Paul states, explicitly, that he departed to Dal- 
matia, 2 Tim., iv, 10; and whatever hp did there, or at 
Gorinth, or Crete, is not known. There is no more 
proof, therefore, that Titus was superior Bishop, of 
Crete, tham that Timothy was of Ephesus. What you 
alledge about his power, to ordain Eiders, and to reject 
heretics, does not prove him to have been an Apostle« 
I present your argument, as it was long since put into 
the mortar and beaten to powder, by the late Dr. Ma- 
aon. 

li Episcopal Argument. 

"Titus ordained eiders in every city. Therefore, 
Titus was Bishop of Crete. 

" Parallelism. 

"Paul and Barnabas ordained Eiders in every church, 
to wit: in Lystra, Iconium, and Antioch, at least. Acts, 
xiv, 20-23. Therefore, Paul and Barnabas were Joint 
Bishops of Lystra, Iconium and Antioch. 

" Episcopal Argument. 

11 Timothy instructed and charged the Ephesian Eid- 
ers. Therefore, he was Bishop of Ephesus ! 

" Parallelism. 

" Paul instructed and charged the Ephesian Eiders. 
Acts, xx, 17. Therefore, Paul was Bishop of Ephesus» 
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" Episcopal JUrgumenL 

u Timothy had power to inflict^censure cu Peagby- 
tCFg, aodeven to excommunicate heretics. Tk*r*fore f 
Timothy was Bishop of Epbesas» 

" Parallelem. 

" Paul had power to excommunicate oflfenders in tho 
Coriothian church. 1 Cor., v, 5* Therefwe T Pa«d was* 
Bjöhop of Corinth. 

"The parallel mighi.be ran further; hat the fore- 
ggaog will evince, that the very same mode of xeason- 
jag which proves Timothy to liave feeen Bishop of 
Ephesus, and Titos of Crete, will also proveevery one 
of Xbe Apostles, to have been Bishop of every p&oe 
whete he exercised any of the fanctions, which the 
Episcopal churcb has restrained to her prefates. Thi* 
h#x advoeates know to be absurd, and so does all the 
world beside."* 

There yet rertmm one other coimderation, some- 
tkfy£? fidduced, in proof of Titas being an Apostolic 
Bishop, that he, as were Timothy and others, was 
called, at least by implicaüon, an Apostle* This is one 
groi^nd on which you *ffirm as "fact that Banrabas 
vfM raised to the Apostleship." Luke says, «£eis> xiv, 
14, "which wh$o ihe Apostles, B^rnabas and Paul» 
heard of," &c. Does, then, the use of the same Apos- 
tles prove, that 3II they, to whom it was given, were 
rafe$d \q tbe Apostle^hip? You certainly are aware, 
that the wor4 h»s it* generte import, and it« specific 
signification as a title pf offiee, jijst as have the words 
Pre*by$e* w$ Deacoo. By wbai aci of logic do you 
c&tfS, it n>^3t alway» he specific, wben it avaüs tha 

*Tbe works of Dr. Maion, vol. 3, p. 190, »h 
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We, who maintain ministerial parity, affirm, from the 
word of God, that, as a term of office, the word Apos- 
Üe denoted those, whom Jesus Christ Himself called, 
chose, and commissioned, to be the witnessbs of his 
resurrection } to whom He gave power and authority as 
the dispensers of miraculous gifts—&nd as the inspired 
REVELATOR8 of Divine truth— and those only. 

Whatever authority they had, as rulers and govern- 
ors, it was in exact accordance with the Saviour's own 
prohibition of any one attempting, or thinking, to have 
preeminence or superiority» As Presbyters and Min- 
isters, they officiated in ordaining, organizing churches, 
adrainistering discipHne, and ruling and governing the 
churches, see Jlcls, xv ; xvi, 4 — calling themselves, as 
we have sbown, Presbyters and fellow Eiders. When, 
therefore, the term Apostle, is given to those that were 
uninspired, unable to impart miraculous gifts, and not 
called, qualified, and depated, by Christ Himself, to be 
wituesses of His resurrection, it must, according to a 
well known and established law of speech, be under- 
stood, in some other and appropriate sense, and not spe- 
cifically as a title of office. 

That it was used in other senses, will not be dehied. 
The twelve were the Apostles of Christ, but the breth- 
ren were "Apostles of the churches." See 2 Cor., 
viii, 23« Paul is very carefal, in the case of Titus, as 
well as of Timothy, never to call him an Apostle of 
Jesus Christ. But he says, " whether any inquire of 
Titus, he is my partner and fellow helper, concerning 
you; or our brethren be inquired of, thpy are the mes- 
sengers (Apostles,) of the churches and the glory of 
12» 
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Chviit" You nftuat, therefore, settle tbe^ point, whe~ 
ther Barnabas, and Timothy, and Tit«s, and Epophro*- 
dttu% and others called Apostles, were called so f be- 
oatite commiftiioned and aent of Jesmr Christ — Hn*. 
Jlpasties eFFiciALi/tf, or y because tfaey were ootmnis^ 
sioned and teilt by the churehes for a particutar worfc — 
11 Apostles of the churchea." This ia indispensable, 
before you can legittnaateJy venture te wrge an arg?** 
ment, in favor of their being raised to the Apostieship, 
from the fact that tfeey wer« caHed Apostles. 

Epaphroditua was an Apostle of the Philippians, L c r 
the inessenger they dispatched, Phil i ii, 25. Paul and 
BarnabaB were the ntessengers dispatched by the 
ohurch at Antiocb) »eeJlcts, xiü, 1-4; and, therefore, 
both Barnabas and Paul were caöed, while engaged m 
the same miasion at Lystra, the Mesaengers er Apo*» 
tlea — Jlcls, xiv,. 14. 

You will not, I presume, in Opposition to Dr. Onder- 
donk's argument on the sübject, äay, that Paul and 
Barnabas were ordatned Apostles of Jesus Christ at 
Antioch r by the laying on of the hands of Presbyters. 
It behooves you, therefore, to show when Barnabas 
was ordained such. I say that he never was, and ehal» 
lenge you to produce a solhary caie, where any one 
but the twelve are called the Jiposiks cf Jesus Christ, 
whieh, as Paul uses it in ahnest all Jiis epislles, was ap- 
propriately their official title« You will find-some c*i~ 
kd Messengers or Apostles, in general, as John had bis 
Messengers or Apostles, Luke, v% 24, and Chriat, tot>, 
Luk% ix, 52, and soroe, Apostles or Messengers of the 
churche^ 2 Cor^ viü» 23^ trat none ei»phaticaliy *tad 
officiaUf täb Apofm.ua vf Jmm C*rö* Yoo wäf 
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fiod also, that, even in Paui's days, there were men pre- 
tendingand claiming tö have heen raised to the Apos- 
Ueship. But he aay», «* auch are falsb Apostles, de* 
ceitful workers, TRAHr&poRMiNG themselvest into the 
Apostlesof Christ. And-n<*marvel; for satan hirnseif 
is transformed into an angel of light. Therefore. it is 
no great thing if his ßtinisters also be transformed, as 
the ministers of righteousness," 2 Cor., xi, 13-15. 

It seems that the churehes, at a very early day, 
•were infested by these arrogant pretenders. They 
found it necessary to put thetr ciaims to the test — to try 
them by the rule laid down by Christ; for the Angel of 
the church of Ephesus, is commended by Htm for hav- 
ißg aubjected their credentials, and pretensions, to the 
teat, and rejected them. "Thou hast tried them which 
aay they are Jipostles and are not, and hast found them 
Uars" Rev. 9 ii, 2. 

So much for the usö of the name. It was rather a 
suspicious affiur, acoording to Paul, and the Saviour, 
fbr a man to claim to be ata Apostleof Christ, eitherat 
Corinth or öt Ephesusi But you will urge, most pro- 
bably, that Barnabas, along with Paul, ordained El- 
denr, and confirmed the Söuls of the disciples. .Sets, 
xiv, 22-23; The power of ordaining, I have shown, 
was not among those enumerated by Christ as per- 
tatning to the Apöstteship. It is not in the inventory. 
It betongs to the Presbyferate. As Presbyters, they 
ordained ; so that the power of confirming is all yoü 
have left to prove Barnabasr to have been an Apostle 
öF Christ, fbere is n* proof tö be produced from the 
Ifow Testament, of the Apostles having £racticed such 
& s^ttmefitd tftc fts* tÄaft in use arttöög Episcopafians 
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and Roman Catholics, called confirmation. They con- 
firmed CHURCHES, and confjrme» the souls of the 
disciples, which they could do, and which is still done 
by the ministers of Christ^ by preaehing the word— ex- 
horting and instructing, and by ministerial visitatiom 
You ask a great deal too much, and draw too large a 
conclusion, when you require us to take such passagea 
as proof of such a rite, 

I object not to the use of conßrmation practiced in 
your churches, as a means of human device for bring- 
ing the catechumen, the adult, the newly converted 
person, those who are about publicly to enter inta cov- 
enant with God and with His churcb, to recognize, as- 
sume and solemnly profess, their cordial consent to their 
Obligation», to lead a holy life, and to wa)k in the faith 
and obedience of Christ; for a simüar practice obtains, 
and is found very useful, in most of our Preabyterian. 
churches. But to dignify it as a sacrarne&t or Divine 
ordinance, and to pretend that you have power,, by the. 
laying on pf your hands, to impart the Holy Spirit, is. 
a thing so perfecüy absurd, tbat I canaot persuade nay- 
self you coutd ever atterapt or imagine it. 

The Apostles of Jesus Christ, had power, by the lay- 
ing on of their hands, to impart the Holy Spirit. This^ 
however, waa done visibly, miraculously, andconsist- 
ed in endowing the converts with power to work mira- 
cles. None other than the twelve ppssessed this pow- 
er. SeeJlcts y viii, 14-19; xix» 1-6. So Paul longed 
to see the Christians at Rome whose faith w%s spoken 
of throughout the world, th^l ke might impart to 
them some spiritual gift, to the end they might he eg- 
tablished or confirmed, Rom., i, 11. It does not appear» 
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Äat, *hoevfer first organized the church at Rom«, 
Shere had any ApostTe, at that time, visited them, Who 
h&A thus, and in ihis most important way, as Chrisfs 
witnesses and Apostles, essayed to confirm them. 

M oreover, they were miraculously qualified, as in the 
cases of Ananias and Sapphira, and of Simon Magus, 
to detect imposition; and it occäsionally happcned, 
that, under their preaching, the Holy Spirit feil upon 
the converts. In all respects, the functions of their 
office were, either miraculous or extraordinary. Be- 
fore you can claim that Titus or Barnabas were, or, 
that any of your EpiscopaJ Bishops are, suceessors to 
ihe twelve in the apostolic öppice, you must SHOW 
YOUR CREDENTIALS: i. e., you must prove, that 
you possess supernalural endowments, can work mira- 
cles, and visrbly knpart the Holy Spirit, all which 
tfaings were peculiar qualifications or functions of the 
Apostolic office. Till this is done, we deem ourselves 
bound to treat with utter disrespect, every claim to 
superior reverence for your Bishops, as Vicars and 
Apostles of Jesus Christ. Ignalius, Bishop of Antioch, 
solemnly disclairaed the title* — would not pretend to 
Apostolic authority, althoügh ordained, as you say. by 
St. Peter. It would be stränge, indeed, passing stränge, 
that the Apostles should have entrusted, to an ecclesi- 
astical Corporation, wilh power of perpetuating itself, 
all their ministerial rights and authority, without the 
miraculous gifts and endowments neeessary to qualify 
them for discharging the functions of such an import- 
ant office. Our credulity cannot be so imposed upon. 

The views, which l have given, of the nature, duties, 

* See I(na., Ep. ad., Rom, 4, et ad. Traft. 3. 
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and design, of the Apostolic office, and which render it, 
essentially and characteristically, different from tbe 
Episcopacy, you are certainly aware, are not pe- 
culiar to non-Episcopal denominations. Dr. Rice, in 
his controversy with Bishop Ravenscroft, quoteg the 
views of Dr. Barrow, which, though employed in ar- 
gument against Popery, are as decisive ^tgainst pre- 
lacy. I conclude this lettter with Ihe extracts he 
made from Ihe works of this celebrated diyine. I 
might also refer you to Archbishop Potter, and to 
Bishops Hoadly, Pearson, Davenant and Fell, and to 
Whitley, Wille«, Hooker, Ghillingworth, Dodwell, 
&c, but it is unnecessary. Until the argument of Bar- 
row is met, we cannot but regard all Episcopal preten- 
sions to Apostolic authority, as usurpatious. 

" The Apostolic office, as such, was personal and 
temporary; and therefore according to its nature and 
design, not successive nor communicable to others in 
perpetual descendence from them. 

" It was, as such, in all respects extraordinary, con- 
ferred in a special manner, designed for special pur- 
poses, discharged by special, aids, endowed with spe- 
cial privileges, as was needful for the propagation of 
chrislianity, and founding of churches. 

"To that office it was requisite, that the person 
should have an immediate designotion and commission 
from God; such as St. Paul so often doth insist upon 
for assertinghis title tothe office; Paul an Jipostle, not 
frcm merij or by man — not by men, sait/l St. Chrysos* 
tom, this is a property of the Jlpostles. 

"It was requisite that an Apostle should be able to 
attest concerning our Lord's resurrection or ascension, 
either immediately as the twelve, or by evident conse- 
quence, as St» Paul, Thus St. Peter implied, at the 
trhoide of Matthias, wheref&re of those men which have 
aecompanied with u$-~-mu$t one be ordained to be a wit- 
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ness with us of the resuiTection ; and, am Inot (saith 
St. Paul,) an Jipostle, have Inot seen the Lord? accord- 
ing to that of Ananias, the God of our Fathers, hath 
ckosen thee, and thou shouldst know his will, and see that 
just one, and shouldst hear the voice of his mouth ; for 
thou shalt bear witness unto all men, of what thou hast 
seen and heard. 

• c It was needful, also, that an Apostle should be en- 
do wed with miraculous gifts and graces, enabling him 
both to assure his authority, and to execute his office; 
"wherefore St. Paul calleth these, the marks of an 
Apostle, the which were wrought by him among the Cor- 
inthians in all patience, (or persevering,) in signs, and 
wonders, and mighty deeds. 

" It was, also, in' St. Chrysostom's opimon, proper to 
an Apostle, that he should be able, according to his 
discretion, in a certain and conspicuous manner to im- 
part spiritual gifts; as St. Peter and St. John did at 
Samaria; which to do, according to that Father, was 
thepeculiar gift andprwilege of the Jlpostles. 

"It was also a privilege öf an Apostle, byvirtue of 
his commission from Christ, to instruct all nations in 
the doctrines and law of Christ; He had right and War- 
rant to exercise His function every where; Hischarge 
was universal and indefinite ; the whole world was His 
province ; He was not affixed to any onc place, nor 
could he be excluded from any; He was (as St. Cyril 
calleth him,) an Oecumenical Judge x and an instruclor 
of all the subcelestial world. 

" Apostles also did govern in an absolute manner, ac- 
cording to discretion, as being guided by infallible as- 
sistance, to the which they might upon occasion appeal, 
and affirm, it hath scemed good to the Holy Ghost and 
us. Whence their writings have passed for inspired, 
and therefore canonical, or certain rules of faith and 
practice. 

" It did belong to them to found churches, to consti- 
tute pastors, to settle orders, to correct offences, to 
perform all such acts of sovereign, spiritual power, in 
virtue of the same divine «ssistance, according to the 
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auihoriiy which thz Lard had given to them for edifiea- 
tion; as we see practiced by St. Paul. 

"In fine, the Jlpostleskip was (as St. Chrysoatom 
telleth üb) a business framght wilh ten thousand good 
things., both gr tater than all privileges ofgraee,. and com- 
prehensive of them. 

" Now, such an office, consisting of so many extr$~ 
ordinary privileges and miraculous powers, which were 
requisite for the foundation of the church, and the dif- 
fusion of christianity, against the manifold difficultiss 
ancj. disadvantages, which it then needs must encoun- 

ter, WAS NOT DESIGNED TO CONTINUS BY DERIVATION; 
P9R IT CONTAINETH IN IT DIVERS THINGS, WHICH AF^ 
PARENTLY WERE NOT COMMUNICATED, AND WHICff NO 

man WITHOÜT GROSS IMPOSTURE AND HY- 

POCRIS Y COULD CHALLENGE TO HIMSELF. 

" Neither did the Aposlles pretend to communieate 
it; they did indeed appoint standing pastors and teach- 
ers in each church; they did assume fellow laborers 
and assistants in the work of preaching and govern- 
ance, but they did not cortätitute Apostles, equal to 
themselves in authority, privileges or gifts. For who 
knoweth not (saith St. Austira,) that principate of Apos- 
tleship jto be preferred before any Episcopacy? and the 
Bishops (saith TJellarmine,) have no part qf the true 
Jlpostolic authority" — Review of Bishop RavencrofCs 
Pamphlet, pp. 76-7. 



LETTER X. 

PRESBYTEÄIAN ORDINATION, 'AND ALLEGATIONS AGAINST CAL- 

vw. 

Rev. and dear sir: 

In the prosecution of your argument, for the transfer 
of their authority to the "Episcopal Biabops," the Äpps- 
tles' successors, you anticipate an objection, .founded 
on the " power of Ordination" exercised by 'the Eiders, 
" Here," you observe, "it may not be out of place to 
mention, that some have supposed, that the power of 
Ordination was also exercised by the Eiders, and if so, 
it would, in a great degree, do away with the necessity 
for the continuation of the Apostolic office. That it 
was only an office created for specific and limited pur- 
poses. The passage of scripture relied on to susteui 
this position, is found in the first epistle to Timothy, 
and is in these words: neglect not the gif t that is in thee 
ivhich was given thee by prophecy, with the laying on of 
the hands of the Presbytery." 

I was not aware, that any " relied on" this passage 
"to süstain the position," that the Apostle's "office was 
created for specific and limited purposes." Other proof 
is adduced for this purpose. I have already quoted it, 
affirming that the Savionr's o wn account, of His design 
in appointing the Apostles, and of the pöwers conferred 
upon thenvis the only authority, to which rightful ap- 
13 
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peal ean be made, for determining the nature, object, 
and duration of the Apostolic office. 

The text is, indeed, cited to prove Ordination by the 
laying on of the hands of the. Presbyters; but how 
Presbyterial Ordination could " do away with the ne- 
cessity for the continuance of the Apostolic office," is 
not obvious, You have assumed, that the grand dis- 
tinguishing power of the Apostolic office, was to ordain 
and govern, and of course, should any inferior to the 
Apostles, be proved to possess the power of ordaining 
and governing, you infer that there would be no neces- 
sity for its continuance. There might, or there might 
not, be such a necessity for its continuance. Whether 
there is, or not, is only to be determined, by referring 
to the Saviour's design in the appointment of His Apos- 
tles. General reasonings and inferences are not, and 
cannot be satisfactory" here. " To the law and to the 
testimony, if they speak not according to this word, it 
is because there is no light in them." /s., viii, 20. 

I presume, however, you do not mean, that we non- 
Episcopalians rely on this text to prove — what we say 
its commission and design demonstrate — that the Apos- 
tolic office was not to be perpetual; but only that Pres- 
byters ordained. This fact you deny. " Even if it be 
admitted," you remark, "that this passage sustained 
the position advanced, and that Timothy was ordained 
by the laying on of the hands of the Presbyters, it by 
no means follows, that* therefore there was no differ- 
ence between Apostles and Eiders." True : nor does 
it follow, that the power of ordaining was peculiar to 
the Apostles, which, it is essential to your argument, 
it should be. 
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You evidently feel, that this text appears to' favor 
the views you condemn. To parfy its force, you 
quote Paul's words in 2 Tim., i, 6: " wherefore I put 
thee in remembrance, that thou stir up the gift of God, 
which is in thee by the pütting on of my hands," 
and observe : "So that you perceive that St« Paul, an 
Apostle, was present, and was the ordainer, and that 
the Presbytery only signified their assent to the act, 
by the laying on of their hands, as they do in our own 
church at the present day." That Paul was presenf, 
you rightly infer; but that he exclusively ordained, and 
the Presbytery merely assented, having no power to 
ordain, are things remaining to be proved. Dr. Mason, 
long since, challenged prelatical writers to produce- a 
single instance, from the scriptures, where the imposi- 
tion of hands is used to denote simple assent. To say 
it might mean this, is to beg the question. Other proof 
is necessary. It is just as easy for me to say— with 
equal right, and as fair a pretence — that Paul was the 
presiding officer, the Head or mouth of the Presbytery, 
doing and expressing that, in which they co~operated, 
and which they authorized; "so that you perceive," to 
use your own words slightly changed, " that St. Paul, 
an Apostle, was present, and was the ordainer, and 
that the Presbytery co-operated with him, in the act 
which they approved and authorized, by the laying on 
of their hands, as they do in our churches at the pre- 
sent day." 

There is, certainly, more propriety, and consistency, 
in this version, than in ^rours. For what, I ask, does 
the laying on of the hands of your Presbytery, along 
with your own, amount to, in your church 1 Simply 
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to an assent, you say, abd no more. Bat can yoar 
Presbytery do any thing eise? They mutt aesent, 
whether they will or not. Yoo have the power; and 
it is in vain tot them to say Ray, if yot» choost toordaia» 
Pardon me, if I say, that to me it appears- perfeetly im- 
meaning — worse than pantomimica}. What right has 
your Presbytery to assent, or dissent. if yoo exclustve- 
]y have the power of ordaining? Will yoo attow theo* 
to »it in judgment on your acte, to iaterrogate yoa 
abotrt the man's qualifications, to demand of you a re- 
port On the subject of your examination of bim, aad 
ererrute or veto your purposo to ordain 1 Will yow, 
do you, acquaint them With the whole history of the 
case, And afford them a füll and fair opportunity to gire 
their intelligent approval or asseftt to your doing 1 Oi> 
» it a blind deference to your superior judgment and 
power— an assenting to what you do, the act of their 
Submission 1 If it be a mere token of Submission to the 
Bishop, let it so be understood. But why ask of your 
Presbytery, and call it, their assent, if they hare no au- 
thori ty, power, or agency whatever, toco-operate in the 
Ordination? Dr. Bloomfield* confesses that the prepo- 
sition "with," denotes confcurrenee in the thing, but 
how far that extended, he says we are not inforcaed — 
certairtly something further than assent. Your form 
of "orderitig" a priest and deacon, certainly implies 
mere. A priest must present the candidate to the 
Bishop, and profess to have inquired concerning him» 
and also exarnined hite, and to judge ht» qualified for 
tbe bf&ee* Thiö is a great deal more Jhan assent. The 
txaminatk** is just what is done in our Preshytaries, 
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bgr sommi oae deppted to elicit prpof pf th# requisile 
qoaüications, Ordination, with w, 19 an nct of cop&ir- 
rcojce, a co-operaiion of Presbyter*. With you, top, 
it is eflected tferough the concurreqce and Cooperation 
of a Bishop and Presbyter. Ii is, ifaerefore, fi> all ift- 
teots and purposes, substanüally md truly, Pr$sbyte- 
rian Ordination. With you, the Bishop is the pejrfloa- 
rient moderator of the Preebyteryj with us, the mode- 
rator is chosen front tirne fco time. II* the Presbytern 
with you consent to the Bishop as theur permanent pre- 
«ding officer, he it so; hat the fact, that they Hey their 
hands on the head of the candidate, aiong with the 
Bishops, and that according to the Council of Carihage,* 
aü the Presbyters preseat umted with the ßishop in 
tfais thing — proves, that they too have some othar agen- 
cy in the matter, than farcicatly to signify their atsent 
to an act, which, if the power pertams exctesivdy to 
the Bishop, could he done withoot it. 

Your own form recognices the necessity of ccamtita- 
tion, of inquiry, and of courge Cooperation, on die part 
of otbers— eise why pot the queations to those prese&t, 
whether they know augbt that shouJd preveot the can- 
didate from being ordainedl It is the public visihle 
memorial preserved in your own fonaas that Presby te- 
rian Ordination, £ e. Ordination by Presbyters, was the 
original practice, and that Epieoepal Ordination is the 
Usurpation, to which your Presbyters assent^-acusfam 
proTing, that to Obern origioaHy perlatnod the power. If 
tb* Bishop of right hag the eaetumve authorHy, and as 
you have taught, poseesses alt the oÄioial gifte and pow- 
crs to reoder bis act of infatübk» vsüdhy, bew sirifccu 

*'*« n.Cartli.,IV,c4. 
13* 
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tous is your form ( The trpth is, your form, hke mir owny 
proceeds on the assumption, that the Bishop is bot the 
organ, through which the church-—who are the judges 
in the matter, asl have shown— Expresses its judgment, 
as to the candidate's qualifications, and publicly recog- 
nizes him as a minister of Christ, called and chosen of 
6od. . 

This is all, at most, that you can make of PauPs lay- 
ing od of his hands at Timothy's Ordination, if it was 
even such. That it was such, you will find it difficuh 
to prove. It may, with good reason, be questioned, but 
granting that Paul presided on the occasion, and that 
his imposition of hands, was, for the purpose of Ordina- 
tion, it was done, according to your own confession, 
with the concurrence and co-operation of the Presby- 
tery; for a mere assent to it, is nonsense, if the Pres- 
bytery have no co-ordinate authority, and if co-opera- 
tion be not meant by the significant act of laying on of 
hands. Paul recognized their co-ordinate authority, 
just as Peter and John did when they called themselves 
Presbyters. The act of Ordination was their conjoint 
act. If you make PauFs imposition of hands an act of 
special and peculiar authority — that which pertaioed to 
hiofas an Apostle, and not as a Presbyter — then must 
the gift imparfed to Timothy, of which he speaks, have 
been the power of working miracles, or the Spirit visi- 
bly and miraculously bestowed, which it was the pro- 
vince of Aposties only to communicate, and which they 
were wont to do to others than to ordained minisiers. 
The power of ordaining, we have shown, was not, ex- 
clüsively, and peculiarly, part of the Apostolic office, 
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but pertained to them as Presbyters, and in common 
»with Presbyters. 

You do not seem to be fully satisfied, with your own 
explanation of this matter. For you remark, " it is 
conceded by the most learned men, among those who 
deny the continuance of the Apostolic office in the 
church, that the word presbyter, as used by the Aposttes, 
means the office to which Timothy was ordained, and 
not the persons who ordained him. So that the pas- 
sage would read, with the laying on of hands,* to con- 
fer the Presby tery, or Presbytership, or clerical pffice. 
Such is the opinion of Jerome and Ambrose, early Fa- 
thers in the church, who hold to the Apostolic succes- 
sion, and of Calvin and Grotius, who differ — the for- 
mer, however, viz : Calvin, on the plea of necessity, as 
he could not receive the Apostolic ministry, from cir- 
cumstances said by him to be beyond his control." 

Let the criticism, for a moment, be granted, to what 
then, I ask, was Timothy ordained 1 You answer, to 
the Presbytership or Clerical office. Was this identi- 
cal with the Episcopate? We say it was, and that 
the terms Bishops and Presbyters were used to denote 
the same officers. But you cannot admit it, for at 
once the Bishop's preeminence, or the superiority of 
his order, disappears. What proof, then, have you, 
that ever Timothy, was ordained a Bishop in. your 
sense of the word 1 For all the duties he performed, 
and those to which Paul charged him, he needed no 
higher power, than that of his Presbytership. To 
prove Timothy's Episcopate, according to your views 
of " Episcopal Bishops," you must maintain, that the 
Presbytership was the very same thing. Should you 
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so affirm, I refer you, in disproof of tbe asserüon, \a 
Igoatius,* who as carefully recognizes a distinotionfee- 
tween tbe Bishop and Presbytery, as you do, althongh* 
not in tbe same high church Import wfaieh yoa atütch 
lo tfae terms or offices. The critieism will not help 
you. 

Chrysostorn,t that golden mouthed preacher, and af- 
ter him, Thophylaet, boidly says, 4 « the Apostle is not 
speaking here of Presbyters, but of Bishops : for 
Presbyters did not ordain a Bishop." They did not 
resori to weak critieism, but taking it for granted, that 
Timothy was an " Episcopal Bishop/' they were in no 
way backward, to interpret Paul's meaning, in Opposi- 
tion to bis language, 

Who are the u most learned inen" oppoted to the 
Apostoljc succession, that have " conceded" the wptd 
Presbytery, in 1 Tim., iv, 14, means " the derical o£* 
fice," you have not mentioaed, unless you mcan Cal- 
vin and Grotius. Dr, Ooderdonk has sei you tfiis ex- 
ample, having quoted Grotius, as found in Cooke's 
Essay, and Grotius, in the extract, having quoted Cal- 
vin, or referred to him, along with " Jerome, Ambrose 
andother ancients."| Had you, or they, but referred 
to Poole's Synopsis Critioorum, you wodd have fouud 
reasoos, abuodaat and conclusive, to prove, that the 
word Presbytery, eould not mean the Presbyteralc, 
i. e. the office or dignity of a Presbyter— -»ach as, thftt 
the idtom of the languege will not admit it, «ad the 
word is uever once used, in that sense, in the New 
Testament. 



5, 7, aa smyrn, 8, 18. 
tChiyioa. ad loc. 
tWadw oii Epiacopaey, vol. B, p. 4S7. 
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l will not eoojectare, through how roany hands Cal- 
vm'g concession noay bave passed. Inasmuch, how- 
ever, as you have eharged Calvin, not only with mak* 
ing this concession, but actually, with a secret desire, 
for Episcopal Ordination himself, having been by invin- 
cible necessity prevented from "receiving it," the 
subject deserves a moments' attention. In the first 
place, Calvin has not conceded, that the word Presby- 
tery, as used in 1 Tim., iv f 14, means the office to 
wbich Timothy was ordained. With his characteri*- 
tic candor, he has admitted that it might be so tmder- 
»tood, but expressly gives his own opinion in Opposi- 
tion to it. His words are, " They who think that 
Presbytery here is a collective name, put for the a&- 
sembly of Presbyters, in my opinion inghtly judge. 
Yet, all tbings considered, I confess, that a different 
sense does not badly suit— that it may be a name of 
Office."* I feel persuaded, that if either Dr. Cooke or 
Dr. Onderdonk, or yourself, had examined Calvin, the 
loose and incorrect reference of Grotius to this passage, 
would not have been quoted as proof, that Calvin con- 
ceded the word Presbyter, in this passage, to mean of- 
fice. The utrnost, that even Grotius can be quoted as 
an authority to prove, on this point is, that, in the ar- 
gument he was pressing in favor of Ordination under 
certain circumstances by a Presbyter, he would not 
avail himself of the advantage which this text might 
give him, because, he saw that Jerome, and Ambrose, 
and others interpreted the word, in that place, to mean 
office. Grotius, in the excess of his liberality, erred 

*l*fc£8»rrmtrx, qui hie eolleetivnm noraen esse rmtant, pro coltegio Preshyter- 
orum positum, rede sentiunt meo judicio. Tantetsi oinnibus expensis, diversum 
Senium non male quadrare faleor, ut sit nomen «fflcit"— CaMm, ad tec 
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in saying that Calvin io interpreted the xoord in this 
place. At least as it appears from Dr. Cooke's trans- 
latioD. The matter is of little moment, any further 
• than to furnish a specimen of the accuracy of the au* 
thorities on which you have probably relied. 

Still irfore unfortunate are you, in your notice of 
Calvin's reason for not receiving the Jlpostolic ministry. 
It is not the first time, however, that prelatical w riters 
have found, they had better let Calvin alone. The In- 
sinuation you make, that he preferred Episcopal Or- 
dination, meaning of cowse prelatical, and would have 
received it, if hecould'have procured it, is, indeed, ob- 
scurely made. But I certainly cannot be mistaken in 
thinking you designed to make it If this be not what 
you meant, I must be excused for misapprehending 
your language; for I confess myself unable to see what 
eise can be your meaning. Perhaps I should not have 
been able thus to understand it, if I had not recently 
read the late controversy between Dr. Miller, ofPrince- 
ton, New Jersey, and Bishop Ives of North Carolina, 
on this subject. This latter gentleman, has said that 
Calvin avowed a belief in the divine Institution of 
Episcopacy, and had requested to receive Episcopal 
Ordination from the Bishops of England. I refer you 
to Dr. Miller's review of, and reply to, Bishop Ives' 
attempt-to prove his allegations, published in the Pres- 
byterian on the 5th and 12th of February last. 

It seems the Doctor was not allowed to vindicate Cal- 
vin, through the same Channel, in which he had been as- 
persed ; and, therefore, instead of his letter being pub- 
lished in the " Lincoln Republican," where Bishop Ives' 

*S«e Works on Episcopacy, voL I, p. 363. 
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had been, it had, after several weeks delay, to be pub- 
lished in Philadelphia. Probably you never saw the 
reply. Had you seen it, you would not have renew- 
ed an allegation, which, in the most triumphant man- 
ner, has been refuted by Doctor Miller. I have exa- 
mined the quotations, as made by both gen t lernen, and 
find, that Bishop Ives omitted some very important 
qualifications, and makes use of Calvin's concession on 
an hypothesis which he, in common with all opposed 
to popery, deemed improbable, and impossible ever to 
be realized, as proof of a belief in the divine Institution 
of Episcopacy ! Calvin had said, after ridiculing the 
claims of an uninterrupted succession, " if the Papists 
would exhibit to us such an hierarchy, as that the Bishops 
should be so distinguished as not to refuse to be subject 
to Christ; to rely on Hirn as their only Head, to eher- 
ish fraternal union among themselves, and to be bound 
together by no other tie than his truth, then I should 
confess there isno anathema of which they are not wor- 
thy, who should not regard such an hierarchy with re- 
verence and obedience. But what likeness to such an 
one, is borne by that spurious hierarchy in which they 
boast?" Be it remembered that the word hierarchy 
does not alwaysjapply to prelatical Bishops. He after- 
wards condemns its arrogance, and tyranny, and shows 
its utter dissimilarity to that which Christ and His Apos- 
tles sanetioned. 

Calvin's Bishops were parochial Bishops, or pastors 
of single churches, just such as we Presbyterians, in 
our form of government, denominate Bishops. The 
propriety of having a Moderator in the College of Pas- 
tors or Presbyters, he also maintained, just as we have 
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Moderators ©f Presbyierie«. BecauseAe dearaed tpch 
Episcopacy a Divine ioatiiuiion, and eotiseated, if Rome 
would produoe a speoimen of it, to condemn those that 
wonld not yield revereoce and obedience, to such an 
hierarchy, therefore, he believed in the divine right of 
prelacy, or of yöor " Episoopal Bishops," is a non-sb- 
quitur by no means becoming a mitred or any other 
head. Yet Bishop Ives gives the extract from Calvin, 
above quoted, in the following terms: "if they'wttl 
give us such an hierarchy in which the Bishops have 
such a preeminenee, as that they do not refuse to be 
sobject to Christ, then I will confess that tbey are wor- 
thy of alt anathemas, if any such shall be foand, who 
will not reverence it, and submit theraselves to it with 
the utmost obedience V 9 

The most superficial reader can diseern the difFer- 
ence between the Bishop's Version of Calvin's hypothe- 
sis, and Calvin's own statement of it. ,1 give you this 
as a speoimen of the accuräcy of Bishop Ives, if you 
have made the allegatioos on his authority, and deem 
it annecessary to addace fürt her examples, of which 
Dr. Miller has furnished so many and so glaring, that, 
it is by no means stränge,* the " Lincoln Republioan" 
declined to publish Ihem.* 

♦Shiee th© above was swit to prese, the socond editien of your eerwon ha* been 
published, in which I find a note confirming my conjeetures, as to the source 
whence you derived your Information, nod as to tlie authority pn which you bare 
relied, to prove that Calvin was ennmored with prelacy. You give Bishop Ivea' 
referenecs exnctly— -referenees, which I had notdeemed it neecssary to notice in de- 
tail, because your first ediiion contained no particular facta or argumenta to sub- 
stantiate the eharge you have brought agninst Calvin, and becauso I had supposed 
it would KOfflcc, to direct those, who feit interesled in the suhjeet, to Üie controver-. 
ay between the Bpiscopal Bishop of North Carolina, and the Presbytcrian Doctor 
01 Princeton, New Jersey. A more particular notice is, however, now required in 
consequence of the note you have introduced on the 21st and 22d pages of your se- 
eond edttion. 

You quote, as from DurelPi view of. the Foreign Reformtd Ckurches, page 132, 
the words of Calvin, " in a Jetter to an old friend who had becorae a Bisbop In the 
church of Rome," and in which, you say, he " expressly recognizes Episcopncy aa 
of divine Institution. His words are, ' Epifcopatu* ip$e a De» prvfcctua ««* Epuc*- 
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Whert'it is alledged, thät Calvin desired, and asked 
föt*, " thc Aprjstolic ministry," i. e. as you widerstand it 
to mean, Episcopal Ordination, historical evidence might 
be reasonably expected, nay, justly demanded. Bishop 
Ives has not produced the shadow of historical evidence, 
except a Statement found in Strype's memorials of 
Cranmer, p. 207. and in his u life of Bishop Parker,*' 
pp. 69-70, that Bullinger, and Calvin, and others,. 
wrote to the young king Edward VI, offering to make 
him their defender, and to have such Bishops in their 
churchcs as there were in England. This might well 
have bccn done, where the reference was had, to the 
moral and religious character, of Edward, and of his 
excellent Bishops, and especially to their decidedly 
anti-prelatical. low church, or as we would say, Pres- 

fll Munus Dei aulhoritate constitutum est et legibus definüum.' ' He who i§ madt O' 
Bishop proceedsfrom God himself. Episcopacy was estublished by the avthority, and 
rcguluted by the Iowa of God.'' " There is nothing, in this language, lhat r'uvors- 
prelacy or Diocesan Episcopucy— the Episcopacy which you advocaie, andclalm to 
exercise, as a succtssor of the Apostlcs. You might just as well Charge ttae wbolof 
Presliylerian chuich Willi a belief, that prelatical Episcopacy isadivine Institu- 
tion, and quote the fourth chapicr of our form of government, in proof of iL, as to 
quote Buch lunguuge, in proof of Culvin's being a bchevcr in tue divineright'Of' 
* 4 Kpiscopa Bishops." 

You have not «iven the namc of Calvin's " old fricnd," tbe " Bisbop In tbo 
eburch of Rome," to whom the lettcr was addressed. I submit to your attention, 
the reuuirks of Dr. Miller. " It is true," says the Dr., that language of this kind Im 
found in that letter, Itnt thc inost cursory pcrusal of tne wbolo letier, will banlsb, 
from any randid mind, thc idea thul Calvin is hcrc speaking of Dioeesnn or prelati- 
cal Episcopacy. Docs not evcry intelligent reader know, that that great refofmdr 
bclieved and tiniformly taught, that thc officc of Bishop (that is, of the primitws, 
parochial Bishop,) wsis a divine instifution. It is evidently of thia parockieU Epis- 
copacy th:it he spenka, when writing 10 hi3 " old friend," in the language abovequo« 
ted. The duties which he urecs on him, and the p.-ujsages of scripture whlch ho 
quotes to cnforce. hia counsel, all show that it is that Episcopacy älone wbieb bo 
mnfntnins to l:e of divine nppointment."* 

Your nc.tt quotation is from Calvin's appeal (supplex exhorttitio) to Charles Um 
V, on thc Ticeessity of reforming thc church. You bave omitteu the very same 
words in yours, which Bisliop Ives did in his quotation, and which Dr. Miller eup- 
plied, as noticed aho<e, in bis reply. I hero gjve you the original. Tals* nobxb< 

HIERARCHIaM 81 F.XniDEANT: IN QUA SIC EMINEANT EPISCOPI, UT CHRISTO HON *ÜB- 
ESSE RECUSENT: UT AB ILLO, TANQUAM UNICO CAPITE, PENDEANT, KT AD 1F09K Kf> 
rCItANTLR : IN QUA SIC INT ER SE FRATERNaM SOCIETATEM COLANT, DT MON ALIO K090, 
QUAM IJUS VKR1TATE, SINT COLLIOATI : TOM VERO NÜLLO NON ANATHEMATC DIONOV 
FATEOR, SI qui EkUNT, QUINOX EAM REV ER ENTER, SOMMaQUE OBEDlENTIA, OB- 
SERVENT. IIOSC VERO MeNDAX HIERARCHIE LARVA, QUA SUPERBIUNT, QUID OKMIMO 

habet simile? Joannis Catvini, M.gni theologici, Tractatus thsoUgid o mUit 
in unum volutnen, certis classilus coritfesli, p. 60, a, b. 
You next refer to the confession of fuilli, wbich Calvin "compoBOd In tbe 

*Tc Pretbjteriau ef Februar? 14, 1843. 

14 
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byterian predilections. It proves just nothing as to 
their sense, and consequently as to Calvin's views, of 
the merits of prelatical Episcopacy. If it proves any 
thing, it is the very reverse of that for which Bishop 
Ives cited it. He has assumed, in his argument, what 
is notoriously incorrect — that Edward and his Bishop's 
Views of Episcopacy were identical with hisown high 
church notions, and you have followed after him. AH 
the rest of his proof is aüempts at argument, the utter 
weakness and jallacy of which Dr. Miller has, with bis 
characteristic urbanity, exposed. As to the Bishop's 
reference to Strype, the Doctor says, "Let the letter 
be produced, and then we will belicve ; but not tili 
then. The improbability of there ever having been a 
letter written, the Doctor has shown, and has adduced 

. name of the Frencb ehnrches,*' and say tbat ils " explicit language" rendcrs it 
"manifest," be desired to retain the Epfceopal regimen. in bis system of church 
government. I refer you also to the articles, and say, tbat, if, by Episcopal regi» 
säen, you mean prelacy, or the Episcopacy you ndvocate, we are ät issue od a point 
of fad. In that pnper, Calvin uses the words Bishops, Pastors »ml Superinten- 
dent!, as synonymous. In terea, says he, tamen Kgclesiä auctoritatem, vel 

FASTORUM ET SOPERINTENDKNTIUM, QUIBU8 ECCLESUE REGEND« PRO VI NC Li MANDA- 
TA EST, BUBLATAM MOLDMDS. FaTEMDR ERUO EPISCOPOS S1VE PASTORES, REVEREN- 
TEft AUDIENDOS, QUATEJfUS PRO SO« FDNCTIONIS RATIONB VERBUM DeI DOCBNT. ** In 

the roean tirne, nevertheless, we are unwilliug ihnt tlie autbority of the church, or 
of Pastors, and of those superintending. whose office it i* to govern the church, 
•bould bo taken away. We, therefore, confess, that Bissaus or Pastors should be 
reverently heard, in sofar as as tbey teach the word of G »d for the ground of its 
funetions. (Confessio fidei, nomine Ecdesiarwn Galltcanim, vigenle bttla, scrip- 
ta* ut eoram S. C. Atel Wuslriss. Principibus Germania, at que urdinibus vn eomir 
tiit Fraucnfurtensibks edtrttur, siprr üinerum dißcultatr.sex Gallia tum eoperveniri 

risset, Anno M. D. LXU, eontained in Jo. Calo. Epist. et Respon., p. 254, *.) 
Miller says M the friends of prelacy are heartily welcome, to all the tesümony 
which ean be drawn fron» tbat confession. It is decisively anti-prclatical in its cba- 
raeter througbout, and the churches, which werc organized on its bosis, wereas 
tborougbly Presbytenan astbe church of Scotland ever was." That Calvin should 
have said, as you quo'.e " our lenrned men have exprcsvly yiclded Ordination to 
Bisbops," isee arUcle*,) is as wiie as the poles from proof, that tho Episcopacy you 
advocatc, met Calvin's approbation. 

Your nexl reference, in proof of Calvin's attachment to Epis>copacy, coincidlng 
•Iso with that of Biphop lves, is the faet that •• he ecnsures the clergv of Collen 
(Cologiie'?) for endeavoring to put their head Bisbop out of his place, inusmuch as 
he dechired in favor of reformation." I know no raore aaitnble reply to this thaa 
the argumentum ad hominem of Dr. Miller. Suppose Bishop McCoskry should be- 
conie a mest zeulous and consistent Calvinist, as to his theological ersed, and sup- 
pose the Episcopal clergy of Michigan should i-onspirc, on that aecount alone, to 
ezpcl him from his diocese. Might I not remonstrate against the conspirncy witit- 
out being atlnclied to prelacy. I certainly should feel it, boih on grouads of per- 
sonal friendship and your known attachment to Evangelien 1 truth, my Privilegs 
and duty to ezert wnat influence I might, to prevent the rejecüon of a sound ortbo» 
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the testimony of Dr. Heylin, a bitter Opponent öf Cal* 
vin and Presbyterianism, to prove, that Calvin was 
cansuited by Cranmer, who sought bis counsel, and re- 
quested bis aid, in conducting the English reformation. 
He even sent the first draft of the English Liturgy, ear- 
}y in the reign of Edward, to him, requesting his ad- 
vice and crilicisms, which Calvin relurned, saying he 
found in it sorne tolerabiles ineptias, tolerable fool- 
eries, which he would wish might be corrected, and 
which was accordingly done.* 

The fact is — Calvin was devoted to the work of re- 
formation — anxious to sse it advance, but he was not 
such a zealot or bigot, as to spurn every advance in it^ 
because it did not come up fully to his Standard. He 
gladly hailed every step taken in a departure from Po- 

*Seo Preabyterian of Februnry 12, 1842. 

4ox Bishop, for the introduclion of an Oxford divine, or other dangeroas erroritt, 
without compromitting my Presbyierian principles. 

Your next referenee is also i.lentical with that of Bishop Ives. You aay that 
Calvin — "writinc toltlmvius, a Polonian Bishop, whmn he styles Ulustrieus and 
reverend Lord Bishop— so far from advising him to lay »aide his Episcopacy, exhortt 
him toconsider whai place he holdeth, and what bürden is upon him." Calvin doet 
Hot call Ithavius *• Right Reverend" reverendissimus ; nor lord, in the senge which 
your tanguase implies, as though it was identical with the title your Ciinada friendt, 
Sfter the fashion of the English hierarchy, give yourself. The Word *' dominus," 
every sehool boy kuows is equivalent lo sir. It is the title of courtesy, which Cal- 
vin uses, in addressing the Iiuinblest curaie. And as to the " illustrious," it was 
that of merited excellenee, and not of office. I percejve, from the use you have 
made of Calvin's courtesy, that, if I had happened to address you as the Riqht 
Reverend S. A. McCoskry, D. D.. Bishop, &c., — which I did not, rather by acci- 
denl and emire Ignornncc of the importance, I understrnd both you and your 
friends alt ach to it — disliking und rejeeting all honorary tit'es myself— than out of 
any uncoarteous design, I too, would have been convicted, by the same rule, you 
apply lo Calvin, of Kpiscopal nre lilections. It behooves me, therefore, bereifter 
to be cireful, how I address a Bishop. 

I have not, in any of my letters, for a moraent hinted it, nor have T even thought 
** of advising (you) to lay aside (your) Episcopacy," nor is it my wish you should, 
however anxious I am, that you sboul«! notinculcate the high-toned doctrines on 
the suhject of Apostolicsucceswon, which I know nre as offensive to many excel- 
lent Episcopalians, both clerical and lay, as*thßy are to other denominations. It is 
passing stränge, therefore, that Calvin should be convicted of EpiscopoJ predilee* 
fions, because he did not advise Bishop Ithavius to quit bis see. 

But I must vindicale Calvin ; and wbilel do so,discharge n duty, which it would 
•eem, I myself owe to you, imismnch as I have undertaken to write to a Bishop. 
or, os Calvin says, scribere auansmm, but which, while I wish you to understand 
Has heing my most friendly and affcctionat« counsel, gtvcn in Calvin's owu words» 
and for your personal benefit, I shall leave untranslated. Eist outem pluusum UH 
in mmndithealro conciliat splekdida hcec dignitas, cavndum tarnen duigettier, n» 
te demuteeant fallacfs blanditije, guibus laqueis Satan mutlo$ hodie in exüidUm 
Ubyrintkum trakU. The Oxfordism in aoinc EpWcopal cuurchet, rendert lt partl- 
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ces, and to the existence and conti nuance of (he 
church !* 

Whether you really believe, that Ordination, by the 
laying on of the Bishop's hands, communicates, sacra? 
mentally, and really, the Holy Ghost, by a supernatu- 
ral gift, I will not undertake to say ; but the whole 
tenor, and spirit of your discourse, are calculated to 
make that imprqssion. It is important, and essential, 
to your doctrine of Apostolic succession, that it should 
be so. Unless it is thus a Channel of special grace, it 
is good for nothing. It behooves you then, to show, 
when, and how, and by what authority, the practice of 
ordaining by laying on of hands, which prevailed not 
at first wi}h ihe Apostles, originated ; and in what part 
of the word of God, you will find proof of Ordination 
by the laying on of a Bishop's hand, thus imparting the 
Holy Ghost. 

The first instance of prelatical Ordination, recorded 
in the word of God, has yet to be produced. The 
Apostles, as we have seen, called themselves Presby- 
ters. They also used the terms Presbyters §nd 
Bishops, as synonymous, that of Presbyters, being, in 
fact, roore honorable than Bishops. Presbyters united 
in ordaining. They had, and exercised the power to 
do so. Whether by the formal imposition of hands, 
or not, is not essential : but the distinct, füll, and for- 
mal recognition of the party ordained, as being called 
and chc-sen of God, as being endowed with the requi- 
site . qualifications, as worthy the confidence of tha 
churches, is indispensable. 
If, then, you cannöt prove separate Orders and fuao* 
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tioas foom the use of titles, which arc indifferöntly, re- 
oiprocally, and synonynaously used ; — if the imposition 
of hands is not a sacrament, authoritativdy required, 
and institgted to impart the Holy Ghost ;— if the fact of 
the Saviour's divine call, and öf the possessio» of the 
requisite qualificatioos, ns.imparted, by His Spirit and 
Prpvidence y is the essential elemeötv in the ministeriäl 
consecratton — if the rite of Ordination, by tfce imposition 
of hands, is but the recognitipn and certification of the 
fact of such consecratton ;— if this recognition, and 
certification have been made by the conjoint act of 
Presbyters, tjhrough the imposition of their hands;— 
and if no soJitary instance, is recorded in thescriptures* 
of prelatical Ordination by a Bishop, of an order superior 
to Presbyters. — with whom, I ask, lies the strength öf 
the argumenta And who, were they so disposed, mighi 
make a. better pretence to the. spirit of exclusiveness, 
and deny the validity of your ordinatiotis, ihan we 
Presbyterians, Boptists, Congregationalists and Metho* 
dists, whom you cast out from the pale of the visiblo 
church ? 

Some of the most leafned tonen of the Episcopal 
church, have not hesitated to place Episcopal Ordina- 
tion, .predsely on the basis . wfoich we have done< 
Spepking of the Ordination of Timothy* Arch-bishop 
Usher said " St. Paul was the principal, and the Pres* 
byters were his assistants, accordbg to the constito* 
tioo and.custom of our church, in Ordination. The 
Bishop is notto4o it alonc, but with the assistance of at 
käst three or four mi nisters* which was after the pat- 
tern of primitive times."* 

♦Certain IMecourtea of the Ute Arcb-biiiop of Armagb, London, 1609, p. 183. 
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Jeremy Taylor says, the Pfesbytery that ordamed 
Timothy was a Company of Bishops, (just what w* 
Presbyterions affirm,) and yct ho adds, that all anliqui- 
ty declare that it was a Company of Presbyters — pro- 
ciscly as we believc and tcach.* 

Mr. Smyth,t in addition to the above, quotes Bishop 
Croft, as saying in his " True State of the Primitive 
church," " and I desire you to observe, that of those 
two namcs, Presbyter and Bishop, if there be any dig- 
nity, and eminency, expressed in oneraore than the otfe* 
er, sure it is in the name of Presbyter, not Bishop ; be- 
cause the Aposlles thcmselves, and the ehief of Apos- 
tles, (assome wonld bave it who stand highest ontheir 
pantables,) are in Script ure styled Presbyters or Ei- 
ders, as the word in our Eaglish translation signifies, 
but never Bishops, as I remember." He also quotes 
Powell,^ as saying, that "the wofd Bishop, indeed is 
never used'm the New Testament to signify the offiee 
of aversight wer Ministers, but only over the flock of 
Christ." 

To thesc might be added many other testimonie* 
Till you have pfoved that Bishops and Presbyters in 
Apostolic times, were drSerent Orders — tili you can 
give us the word Of God for it— which Dr. Onderdonk 
admitted to be the proper ränge for this argument — 
we shall not be intimidated or rendered at all uneasy, 
even though high churchmen, do scowf upon our Pres- 
byterian Ordination refuse to introduce us in*ö their 
chancel, and seat us vvithout the pale of the church. 

♦SccEpti. Agsert*d,n.l9L In Powell, p. «1. 
fS«o Apos. Suc. t p. 150. 
J8eeApoa.8uc., p.78. 



LETTER XI. 

"tbe angel of the church— ignatius— polycaitp. 

Rev. and dear sih: 

. The argumenta taken from the directum of the Sa» 
viour's epistles to the seven cburches of Asin, is equally 
inconclusiye with all that have precedcd it. You ob- 
serve, " it will be no difficult matter to prove that these 
(viz: the Angels of the church,) were the Jtpostles or 
Bishops of those churches." I mast confess, thatl was 
no little surpriscd by such anassertion, when I remem* 
bered that the very learned Stillingfleet, of Episcopal 
autbority, calls the argument from these symbolical 
titles, a "miserable" one* " If," say& he, "niahy 
things, in the epistles, be direct to the Angels, but yet 
90 as to concern thz whole body> then of necemty, the 
Angel must be taken, as a represen.tative of the wholo 
body; then, why may not the word Angel be taken by 
way of Representation of the body itself; either, of 
the whole church, or which is far more probable, of tho 
Consessus, or order of Presbyters in the ohurch 1 Wo 
see what miserable, unaccountable arguments these are* 
whicb are brooght for any kiiidof governmeot, from 
metaphorical or ambiguous expressions or names pro- 
miscuously used."* 

That Stillingfleet is correct, I aeed bot refer you to 

•flfwn?« works, ▼. in, p. 1«. . 
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Rev. f xiv, 6, where the same symbol is used, and the 
Prophet says, he " saw another Angel fl v\ in the midst 
of heaven, having the everlasting gospel, to preach, ua* 
to all thcm that dwell on the earth, and to every na* 
tion and kindred and tongue and people." Surely, 
one Bishop was never sent or expected (o do all this. 
The one Angel in the symbol, iherefore, Stands as a 
representative of a class, of a great Company of preach- 
ers. Should you say, that. in the epistles, the word 

thou, the singular pronoun is used, showing that but 
one person was addressed, I refcr you to Reo. t ii, 10, 
where it is used convertibly with the plural you, and 
evidently to refer collectively to thfe church. "The 
devil shalt cast some öp you into prison, that ye rnay 
be tried; and yeshall have tribulation for ten days; be 
thou faithful unto death," &c. 

But even should I admit, that the Angel meant one 
individual, you cannot infer, much less ought you to 
assume, that he was an "Episcöpal Bishop." That 
must be proved. This you have attempted, by alledg- 
ing, that ihere must have been many Pastors, in eacb 
of the cities named; and, inasmuch as the singular num* 
ber is used, it must mean some one superior to all, and 
of course, the governor and mspector of all. I need 
only, in disproof of such an inference, to quote to you, 
historical proof of what was actually the stale of things 
in the churches. 

Paul's sending .for the Presbyters at Ephesus, whom 
you say. were Presbyter-bishops, or Pastors, does not 
imply that, in Ephesus, there were many separate and 
distinet churches. It is no uncommon (hing for a 
church to have more than one Pdstor. In largo cities, 
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Collegmte ehargcs are not uticommon— »several chur- 
ches forming but ohe in fact, andhaving three, four Ol» 
more Pastors, according to their nutnbers. This is 
one way of showing that your inferencc is a non-sequi«* 
tür* 

,. We Presbyterians havo another way. Believing, 
ob we think, on scriptural grounds, in the associated 
'-' helps," or " governments," we regard as church offi* 
cers, " the Eiders that rule well/' who, Paul says, are 
deservingof esteem, as well as " those especially which 
labor in word and doctrine." It is in view of this bench 
of. Presbyters, that we make this distinction. The Pas- 
toic is the presiding Presbyter — the Moderator of the 
Session, and the Bishop of the church. The Eiders 
composing his session, are Presbyters, and overseers, 
or Bishops too, co-operating with him, in the watch, 
oare, and diseipline of the church. I intend not, how- 
ever, as I have already intimated, to insist upon the 
peculiarities of our Presbyterian form of government, 
which, ou suitable occasions, I am prepared to maintain 
and defend, as sanetioned by the scriptures; but merely 
to show you, that there is a very easy way to under- 
stand, how the symbol of the Angel might have denoted 
one person — the parochial Bishop or Pastor, and yet 
there be no inferior grades in the ministry, nor such a 
thing asan "Episcopal. Bishop." 

Were all your assumptions, and those commonly 
madeby prelatical writers, granted, you might, indeed, 
construet an argument in favor of the thrce grades or 
Orders in the ministry of the gospel, and of the supre- 
maey of the Bishops; but this has never been done. If 
it were possiblc, these things ought to have been long 
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before this, proved, aad the Claims of Episcopacy estab- 
lished beyonjd all dispute. When Dr; Onderdorfk ad- 
mHted* that "tbe claim of Episcopany to be of diviafc 
iastitution, (meaning prelatical Episcopacy,) and there» 
fore obligatory on the church, rests fundamentally on 
the one question — has it the authoiity of scripture f if 
it has not, it is not necessarily bindißg" — it was hoped 
that there might be^ome speedy.adjustmentof thecon- 
tpoversy. But when Mr. Barnes put the argument of- 
Dr. 0- into, bis crucible, and tried it, byjscriptupal teste, 
and found it to be alloy — not genuine gold — it was soon* 
discovered tbat " tbe essential point of tbe Episcopal* 
controversy," was not so " enlirely simple" as the zeal« 
oua Bishop .had stated it — and he and others siacev havo- 
renewed the appeal to the Faihers.*. 

*It vyas indecd« a masterly stroke of policy — proof that the Btshop was a jrood 
ceneral, of admlrable tact, and knew hovv'to takc advantage öf the magnanimily of 
Eis foe, und whil« sounding a retreat, to ward off Ute shaine and diagruce of, a de» 
feat, for liiin to Iravcäei/.Ml.'ushfedid, Mr. Barnes' '• splendid eulogy'* of the Epis- 
copal church, as you call it, in your seoond edition, and wiih the eoond of tbe tram- 
pet, and the shout of victory, back out of the controvcr9y. l>r. Oriderdonk had 
narrowed the controversy down to lhescriptural arguuients infavor of prelatica) 
Episcopacy. and volunteered the exhibition <jf rhe argument. Mr Barnes took up • 
the argument, and proved.its fallacies and inconelusiveriess. showing tbat he had, 
uofide assumptions, just &s you have done, which are not granted, and riiust be pro- 
ved, before the argument con have any force. Under the influence of kind fceling, 
towards the Episcopjil church and its tuembßra, Mr. Barnes did not wishbis reply 
to Bishop Ordcrdonk to be interpreted as proof of hostility to your respected de- 
nominalipn. He, therefore, inagnanimoosly bcatowed praise, where praise was - 
due, and lnuded liiaiiy noble and deperving inen among the early reforrners in the 
church of England — none of thern liigh church inen — gave that church credit, for 
the good which God had aeconiplishod by its inslnimeniality, and expressed his 
earnest desire to see the inachincry of Episcopal Organization, so- well ndaptedaa ' 
it is for effieient aiul sucressful action in the servieeof Jesus Christ, brought out 
into the field of henevolent cntrrpr ise, in common wilh other ehurches, to prepare. 
the way for the Coming of ihe Lord. In so 9ay'ing, he did not exalt the Organization 
of your church above that of Ins owh — nor did. he even adwiil iia supenority. be- 
•towing his praise siinply on its peeufiaritics and the good that has been achievod 
In it — nor did ite say one word from which you will find any geuerous spirit in tho 
Presbyter! an church withhol J his cordinI athem 

Although you inay probahly jivdge medevoid of this spirit, because I discriminate 
between the faults and excolleneies of your church— the cbaracter and piety of rna- 
ny of its ministers and mcuihers, and the lofiy and arrogant Claims asssr:ed by some 
ofits Bishopa for its A.postolic»l supremaey— yet woirid I too give my hearty aa- 
sen t to all that Mr. Benies has said, without ever imagining lhat I shöuid there- 
fore l>e consirued into the apologist, advocate and eulosist of the Episcopal e4iurch. 
Dr. Onderdonk, and your imitaiioh of him in ilie preface of tbe second edition of 
your peruion, arc calculated to repress, and to prevent the inditlgeocc of all stick. . 
generous feehngs. I will not say what they deserve to he called, but Hiis I will 
•ay, that they who can be eajoled by such arguments, in favor of Episqopaey, are. ; 
|ust the men that never think for iheunelves, but are ready, to foflow or to halt, to 
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' You are fuljy awafe of how little woftfo and aütfiö- 
tliy are ihe Fäthers, on points of faith, and how ulterfjf 
absurd it is, to mako jrticm umuifes, in matters öf doci- 
trihe or discipüne, whosc opinionsaresodiscordarit aöd 
often contraclictory. whatcver may be their value ää 
nistonans. In this lalter respect, the early Fathefi* 
will not be found to establish the Claims of preläticrf 
Episcopacy. Hear what Doctör Whatel^, the vöry 
learned Archbishop of Dublin, has said ; üpon thö 
gübject of the 1 churcVs Organization, at tliis day$ äl? 
fer ali the former cöhtroversies. . **A Cavnck otid a 
DiocEsk/' he s'avs, <f seern to have been, for a considö* 
blc time, co-exlerisive and identicaL And caeh church 
ahd Diöc'ese,' {and frcqucntly each superiritendent,)f 
though connected with the rest by ties of Faith an<f 
ßope and Charity, seems to have been, (as has älready 
been observed,) peiTcctly independent, as far as regardäf 
any power of conn-ol/'** This is, substianally, the sairiäf 
Vith the aecount of Lord King, who has shown, that 
äs there was but ohe Biskap to a church, so there wa$ 
but one Clinch to a Bishop — that that church was ilöt 
et collect ibir or assocralion of churches, as being in öti$ 
citv, state or country, such as you call the church öt 
your Diocese — that the Bishop' s eure was not calleda 
Diocesc, but was, usually, a parlsh no.'largcr than öuf* 
parishes, or congregations, or separate churches.f Ife 

has täten- a survcy of the churches of Smyrna, £phe- 

* • ■ * ■ . » " • 

* Wtntely on tlie Kingdom of Chris». 

f Inquiry in.« ihe primitive Com. and Die., Str.., of+fte clHJirh, clrop: If» 

n^plaud or to cnivlemn, at the bjriding of thrir iun»:ers. Dr. On.derdonk m&ybe 
lauded hy him-cU\»nd others; fi»r decliniror nM rotitrovcrsy with'a -gehiläriifih #$ff 
entert» ins euch opinions ofhis. church; »e: tho*e who, CHnFeeund uppreciatc the 
force «Yunrimnit. will say. cen:lcnnsi>,.thi** «vtll not clo. Replö tQ Mr. Barnes' ar» . 
gument. M.iko 110 t'atec isäue. The enntroveray was not ubout Mr. Barnes' or any 
other pcrson's opiiiimi of the Entecop;U cliürcli ? botab6ttt*ius«Ui*niB of 0reinttB«t 
Episcopacy to he jiccounicd a divin« Institution. Till thii ia done, however Wt 
mnv udmire your tuet; we must ihink but little of your logic. 

15 
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«US» Magnesia, Philadelphia and Tralliiim, as they were, 
in the days of Ignatius, and has shown that the Bishopi 
in those days, was but a parochial Bishop, such as we 
Presbyterians call a Bishop— the Pastor of a particula? 
church, having asfcociated with him his Presbytery or 
Eldership, and Deacons, all which you will find in 4 
Presbyterian church, 

J. C. I. Gibseler — an historian who quotes his r*> 
terences in proof of his affirmations — speaking of tha 
*arly cburchcs, says, that they " every where, formed 
themselycs on the model of the mothcr church at Jeru- 
salem. At the hcäd of each were the Eiders, (Prcsby* 
ters and JBisbops,) all officially of eqüal rank, though> 
in several instances, a pcculiar authority seems to have 
becn conccded to some one individual from personal, 
considerations." The numerous references he gives 
to prove both the idenlity of Presbyters and Bishops, 
and how long that identity was retained, quoting the 
scriptures, and Jerome, and referring to Augustine, 
Chrysostom, Theodore t, Isidorus HispaL, Bernaldus* 
&c., <fcc, are certainly cnough to demand some mo», 
desty and forbearance in asscrting the high cläims of 

prelacy.* 

Mosbeim says, " the rulers of the church were de» 
nominated, somctimes. Presbyters or Eiders — a desig- 
nation borrowed from the Jews, and indicative, rather 
of the wisdom, than the age, of the persons; and some- 
times, also, Bishops; for it is manifest that both terms 
are promiscuously used, in the New Testament, of one 
and thesameclass of persons» Jlcts, xx, 17, 28; Phil t 
i, 1; TO;, i, 5, 7; 1 Tim., iii, 1. Three or four Pres- 

* Oiwcter*« EcclcstarticalHiitory, v. I, pp. 5«, 57* 
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byters, men of gravity and holiness, placed over thoge 
little societies, (the churches severally.) could easily 
proceed wiih harmorty, and needed no head or presi« 
dent. But when the churches became larger, and the 
number of Presbyters and Deacons, as well as the 
amount of daties to bc perförmed, was increased, it 
became nccessary, that the Council of Presbyters and 
Deacons should havc a president, a man of distinguish- 
ed gravity and prudcnce, who should distribute among 
bis coHeagues, tbeir several tasks, and be, as it were, 
the central point of the whole sociefy. He was, at 
first, denominated the Angel, (Apocaf. II and III,) but af- 
terward the Bishop — a. title of Grecian derivation, and 
tndicative of his prineipal business. But whoever sup- 
pöses that the Bishops of this first and golden age of 
the church, corresponded with the Bishotps of the fol* 
Iowing centuries, must blend and confound characters 
that are very different. Por, in this Century, (i. e., 
the first,) and the next, a Bishop had charge of a Sin- 
gle church, which might ordinarrly be contained in a 
private house; nor was he its lord, but was in reality 
its minister or servant."* 

Bishop Croft, in his Nafced Truth, thus expressed '% 
himsclf. "Having thusstated and united the two pre- 
tended and distinet Orders of Episcopacy and Pre^sby* 
tery, I nöw proceed to the third pretended spiritual 
ortfer, that of Deaconship. Whether this of Defcoo» 
•hip be properly to be calfed an order or an office, Fwifl 
not dispute; but ccrtainly no spiritual order, for theif 
office was to serve tables, as the scripture phrases it, 
which in piain English, is nothing eise but overseers of 

♦Martieim'f Eccfrtlntftcal Hltfory, t. I, pp. 6», 70. 
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the poor, to distributc justly and discreetly thc a!mi 
of ihe faithfuJ ; which thc Apostles would not troubte 
themselves withal, lest it should hinder . them in the 
ministr.it Ion of thc word and prayer. But, as aiost 
matters of this world, in process of time, defleet mueb 
from thc original Constitution, so it feil out in this busi« 
Hess; for thc Bishops wbo fretgnded to be sücces» 
«Obs to the Apostles, by littlo and little, look to 
themselves thedispensation of alms, first by way of ßi- 
«pection oyer ihc Deacons, butat lenglhvthe .total man* 
»gement, and the Deacons, vvho were mere lay officers, 
by degrecs crept into thc chureh mini stnitioiv and be* 
came a reputed spirituaf order and a necessnry degree 
and sjep to the priesthood, of which I can find nothing 
in Script ure, and the original Institution« not a word rela- 
ting to any thing but the ordering of a'ms for the poor. 
And the first I find of thcir oföciatjng in. spirituat mat* 
ters, is in Justin Martyr, who lived in thc seeond cen* 
tpry."* 

"The very pattern of primitive Episcopaey" — say» 
that learncd* cxccllcnt, and eloquent advocate and 
friend of the English chureh, and jts %calous defender 
against the popery and Gnosticism of thc Oxford Trac- 
tators, Mr. Isaac Taylor — "might bc ppinted to> tu 
pome of our rurai distru-.ts, wherc a moHicr Cnngrego? 
tional chureh hag,' underthe laborious carc of itß Pas* 
tor f surrounded iiself wilh dependent chapuls, (or as 
we would, io this oountry, say, missionary stations or 
schon] houses,) scattcred over a districj of seven or tea 
rpiles in diarnetcr/'f 

Othcr autherities might bc quoto4 but these are> 

♦Scotts col. nf Tr., v. 7, pp. 307, 308; 
t Sf UiUutl devpotoiu, p. 3W>* 
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enough, to show, how utterly faHacious is the argu-, 
ment j r oü advance, from the alledged Episcopal supe- 
riority of a class of offieers in the church called Angeis, 
and how you have crowded in your explanations, which 
are but begging the very question in dispute, so as to 
foake the langunge— on assumptlons you have not pro« 1 
ved and carinot prove — appear to support your doc» 
trine. Thus, yowsay, after quoting part of ihe epistle 
to the church of Ephesus, in John, " ttfis epistle was 
written in the ycar 96, and of course there must have 
beeh many Pastors (tohy t how 'of course?) or Eiders 
over the ckurdves, (the epistle is not directed to u the 
churches," but the church at Ephesus,) at that time, for 
there were several (several what 1 Pastors or churches 1 
both, no doubt, yöu meän,) when St. Paul sent förthem 
to meet him at Mrletus, and also when Timothy was 
placed over therrr in the year 65, (which has never beeh 
proved.) And we cannot but conclude, that many 
Eiders or Dcacöns the inferior ministers, as I have al- 
tead shown, (ccrtainly not by your argument,) were 
added to the number bv Timothv hirnseif, as St. Paul 
had fully set beforc bim, the qualificalions such min- 
isters have. (How fhis last consideration helps the ar- 
gument, or goes* to scttle the matter as to the number 
of churches and Pastors, is, to me, a perfeet mystery. 
It is, however* homogeneous with what follows.) But 
the epistle was directed to the Angel of the church, 
(true, the church^ not churches,) at Ephesus. He was 
commendcd for what was gobd, and reproved for what 
was.evil in the churches^ (you have \% singular or plural* 
alternately, as it suits you.) lf f höwever, he was not thtf 
chief officer, why shoukLhe be thus addresaed f ( WbeB, 
15* 
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you have provcd, tbat to have bcen thechief officer, viz: 
tbc President, Moderator, Pastor, he must have been 
tbo Episcopai Brshop of Epbesus, tbere vvill be some 
pQint in the question, and it mny deserve mi answer, 
but not before.) Why should the Eiders and Deacons, 
tbe Pastors of Ihe thtuxhes, be overloofced? (Whea 
you have proved there werc churthes vhcre, and three 
Orders in the minist ry, \ve shall think it still rapre 
itrange than ypu do now, tbat tbey shoujd have been 
grnitted.) Tbo cnly reason that oan ho given is, that 
tbe -Angel, was the Bishop: of the church, and he was 
|)$ld accounlable for their epoduet, and was ejther eomfa 
ipended or reproved, as it was proper or-improper.* 
Kou bave changed (he style of your speqch again. Tö 
tbis ; a Presbyterian would subscribc, understanding the 
Bisbop to bc a parochiat Bishop or Pastor« and tbö- 
Cburch a singlc parish, not a colIeetioni>f parishes. I 
bave been surprised at the manner in vvlweh you bave 
bere expressed yourself — at one men>enl* io the Singu- 
lar number, speaking as a good Presbytcrian, and tbo 
Best, in thp p.Iural, as the Episcopai Bihhop. Thore is 
00 cobcrcnce or consisteney in the argumpnt. 

SliH more, am I surprised, at the manncr in which 
you have reasoned conqcrning the coromciidatioo be- 
ftowed upon tbo AngeL " And you will observe," you 
vemark, "that tho A::gel is.pariiculaWy coenmended, 
fpr hamng tried them which say they are Jlpvslk$t <whJ 
Ore ru>t t and hath found them liars. Bot how eould thi$ 
Ve «Jone, W he were. not an Apostle himselfr Very 
C*$ily. There was not a member of tho* church who 
might not have bee« competent to do so. Tbe trial wag 
*&U*ju<%4iQl one, Tb» yo^as^u^ewitUout any sdbott 
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of reason. Tho Saviour liad laid down the dkities and 
qualificaüons of an Apo$tle t very distimüly and defi- 
nitely. E very man, in the churcb of Ephcsus, could, 
thereforc, judge, vyhethcr those who said ihey were 
Apostlcs, wcre such in reality ; just as wc Presbytc- 
riaps, evcry onc of us f fccl perfeclly ablc lo try all 
who make like prclenocs, at the prescnt day, and do 
as promptly reject all their clairrrsasdid the Angel. It 
•eems, that thero wer© very -early pretendet;s to the 
Apostolic office.. Cao you ossign the reason why no 
apticc is taken of therp beiqg pretendjers toopy of yotw 
alledged inferior grades of the numstry 1 These pro* 
tenders aimed high, which is by no roeaas pneommon 
wjth «jach persans. 

You 4re ata loss to know, why any onc shouldeve? 
have been suspected of impositioo, if (he Apostles 
wore not to have successors. I say, the very fact, 
that tbcy wcre not to have successors, excilcd suspt* 
ciops, whenover any one laid claim to the office ; and 
ibot thjs was the reason, why, pretenders to ihte offie$ 
and not to the.olhcrs, werp.so quickly suspected. "Of 
whyy ' you say, " $hould he try aod exanvinc the* pre* 
tensions of impostorvif he had been persuaded, thal 
the Apostolic office was to bo liplited to those origin- 
ally appointed,,and wcre not to havq succedsors? It i^ 
dtonce a disiinctadmissioq, that at that timc, in the 
year 93, therc wcre true Appstlos, who» had sueeeeded 
to the office origipally given by tho Saviour, to theele- 
ven, when he breathed on tbem ajn-dsaid, reeeiveyethe 
Holy Ghoat, as My Father hath sent Me, even so seo4 
I.you, If not, why try any one who pretended that 
fce Jiad JWßivod gueb aa ofläoe*" For tijp-vcry, pbvi* 
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ous reason» that none hut the twelvc were, of could bo 
genuine Apostles, arid, thcrefore, suspicions, at once» 
were cxcited, in referencc to any and evcry onc eise«. 
The style of speech, adopted in thc cpistlc, is very 
stränge and unaccauntable on any other supposition. 

If the Angel was Bishop, in yoür ßcnse of the terny 
withexclusive power to ordain, all thät was necessary, 
on supposition of the contlnuanee of the Apostolie office, 
was not to ordain any inipostors to (hat office. Instead 
of tryingy thc proper cou rse wojuld have becn simplyXö 
eek, whcther the man had beon Episcopally ordained ; 
and if n<rt> there was the end of the matter. But if yoa 
admit that he- had becn — which you must, before you 
could subject him to the judicial trial, that you evideötljr 
Widerstand the Angel Bishop did^tben. whät becomea 
ofthat infalliblie Headship, viptuitlly damied by youto 
have becn trnnsfcrrcd' to the Bishop ] How come falsa 
Apostles to have becn ordained at all 1 The trulh is, 
that the very fact of the Apostles beirig callcd, and 
commissioncd of Jesus Christ^ directly offered tbe 
temptation to ambitiotte and aspiring men, to pretenrf 
to their lofry po w.ers and office. Thc fact bf such a 
pretense, was cnough, in any case/to makfc the church, * 
whether in t'ts* members* or officers, dcmahd the di»- 
ttoctive marks, and subject such claims to the proper 
test, just as the Corinthians did Paul's, whose were 
tuspccted by some not to be genuine. 

I might here retorf, were I so disposcd; your odiotri 
Charge of being gross impostors made against us, arid 
frarrie an hypothetical argurnent, just as you did, tö 
prove if If the Apostolie office was designed of Go<t 
to be of leroporary conünaaticö, for extraordtnary and 
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specific purposcs, and none could lay claim to it t bul 
men who had becn directly -calied and commissionecl 
by Christ, empowqred to work miracles, and tniracu* 
lously, visibiy, to impart the. gifts of the Spirit by the 
laying on of iheir hands, then all, who havo not beeo 
äo calied, commissioncd, and ernpowered, to wori 
miracles themselves, and to impart the miraculousgiftf 
of the Spirit to others, bpt who yet claim to be Apos- 
lies, arc gross impostors. So far as argumen.t is con- 
cerned, I hyve just as füll a right, and (irm a ground, 
to retort your charge agairist " Episcopal Bishops/* 
who claim to bo Äpqsilcs, as you had to mako itagainst 
ns, who have not becn Episeopally ordained, But I 
would not think of doing so. For I percqivc, that 

through a fond desirc, to assert, and to mainlain, vour 

*' - ■ . * 

lofty power, you bavq beer* beguiled to change tho 
verydesign and naturq of the Apostolic officio ; and 
thus, elaiming povvcrs and aulhority. disiin^uishable, 
in evpry esscntial fespect, from thosc of the Apostles, 
you cannot, and öught not, tobe char^ed with inten- 
tional deeeptfon. You have only erred, as we chari- 
tably think, in your estimate of the Äposiofic office ; 
and we arc happy to regard, and to confide in you a^ 
Christian men and brothers. It would have boen just 
os casy for you, to have charitably juilged us to be ia 
error, aecording to your views, and to have withheld 
a charge von can never cstablish, so caieulated to 
wound feelings, to destroy thp reputation arid uscfuK 
ness of your brethren, and to build up yoür awn oa 
iheir rulns. 

Your attempt, to corroboratc your argument taken 
from the title of Angel, by yoür remsyks relative to 
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the symbölical title of stars given to the ministry, was, 
•o fully, and perfcctly shown, by Dr. Mason, in bis 
Review of Essays on Episcopacy, to be inconclusive, 
that I wonder the attempt has ever becn renewed. 
41 Stars,'* says he, " in the symbölical languagc, signify, 
throughout the whole Bible, " ministers of i eligion.*' 
But we contcnd that they signify ministers of retigion 
wilh regard to their gcnrral office, and not with regarcl 
lo their relative dignity. Jesus Christ is a <4 star," the 
twelvc Apostles are "stars," and so'ai'c the apostate 
clergy, figured by the " ihird part of the stars" which 
the dragon cast down with his tail to thc earth. Who 
does not sce, that thc only point, in which thc symbol 
egrees to thc subject in au thcse cases, is the common 
charactcr of the religious ministry, distinction of rank 
being uttcrly disregarded. On this priociple, the 
** stars" must mcanthe ministers of the churche^, with- 
outdiscrimination ; every one being a "star." 1t is, 
thercforc, impossible, to discover uhder this emblem, 
any ordcr of ministers to the exclusion oTany other. 

"In this general reasoning, ihe Hierarchy might, per- 
haps, coneur without much prejudice to the cause. 
Bhe might insist, that a symbol, common, in its own 
naturc, to all ministers of religion, is restricted, by the 
conditions of the text, to a single individual, who, fron* 
the funclions ascribcd to him, must be a superior offi«- 
cer, and not one of a cotlege, Concessus, or Presbyte- 
ry, having equal authoritv. 

" There is internal evidence, in the passage ItseHJ 
that this construetion, though ingenious and acute, can- 
oot be true. For, as the "candlesticks" are amblem*- 
tical of thc churches, and as there is but one Star to 
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give light to eaeh candleatick, it would follow, that 
there was but a single minister to each ofthe churches; 
and thus the Episcopalian woald overthrow himself : 
for withoqt inferior, there can be po superior, olergy. 
Surely, he will not s$y f , that the Bishop ahne did all 
tbe preaching, and all the Instruction» and set all the 
example, i. e. emitted all the light oaaccouptof which 
ministers are called "stars." The other dcrgy had 
tome share in these functions. They too, " preached 
the word ; T> they tpo, "taught from town to town ;" 
they tpo t "let their light shipe befpre others*" Now, 
One "star ,r being appropriated to one "church," a» 
one candle is to onc "candlestick," it follows, from 
the naturc ofthe comparison, that as one candle, is the 
füll complftment p{ light for one candlestick, so one star, 
is the füll complement of light for one church. Bot 
the light, which shone in these churches, did not ema- 
nate from any individual ; (your assumption being that 
there were churches at Ephesus, givcs point to tha 
Doctor's rcmark,) it emanated from a number of indi» 
viduals ; from the collective body of the ministers of 
religio^ Therefore, the " star" which expresses tho 
whole light in one of these churches, is a symbol, not 
of a Single minister, but of her minist ry cclleclivcly. It 
would be a darksome Diocese, indced, which should 
enjoy no'rays of light but those which procced from th« 
Bisbop."* " 

"The " angels," and "stars," in the contcxt befor<i 
us, do NOT aignify single persons, but a number of 
men ; that is all cmbl.ems of a collective ministry, and 
not of a Diocesan bishop. 

*Dr. liMon'« works, vol. ÜJ, pp. HS, 40-53. 
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"Thus cndeth thc second lesson, which is cofteerning 
(the) ''absolute dcmonsiratidn," that the angeis of the 
sevcn churehcs of Asia wcrc Episcopaf prelates." 
• When Dr. Mason's arguments, exhibitcd at large in 
hk Review of "Essays on Episcopacy, shall have beeri 
met and answered, you rrtay talk about evidence suffl- 
eient 1o prove that thc* Angels were "Episcopal Bi- 
shops," but ccrtainly not before. In the mean time, 
I pursüe ihe coiirsc of your argument. 

Yoq adduee the testimony of Jgnatias, to prove, thäf 
the Bishops, ofihc first Century, were of an order supe- 
rior to Presbyters— "EpiscopaJ Bishops ." I am trüly 
iurprised, and somewhat grfdvcd, that you should have 
so incautiously expressed yourself, andäffirmed, for uri- 
deniable fact, what,'if you had oyer been at the pains to 
read mbre than thc onc side of this controversv, von 
must haveknowrr, has not only beeri denied, but with 
tftrong clrcumstaniial evidence to support it, that tho 
epistles ascribed to Ignatius are not genuine. Yoo säy 
öf ihem, ** i t is cvklence, which cartnot be denfed, för we; 
rely'opon \\\ with other tc'stimony, to prove" the canon 
öf scripture. !f it be rejeeted, uc may ät'once give up 
the word of God, and throw ourselves ihto the hands^ 
öf iirfideis." Far, very fär, are we from admitiing the 
CönclusiveViess, or from scemgany thingbut'the incon- 
stoeraieness; of such a remark. TKe auttienficiiy, and 
genuinencss, of ihe canon of scripture t are not depen- 
dent on the testimony or writing of Ignatius. The in- 
ternal evidence; even öf the seven epistles— which are 
all, bearing his namc, that are claimedto be genuine-- 
is very strong, which refers theni to a much later date t 
than the first Century. ' •' * *:•"■, 
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There certainly are some things in them, which de- 
servedly impair our confidence in the opinion of Ignatius 
or rather in the genuineness of the epistles attributed to 
him, and which have been lately published in a beautiful 
edition, by the Oxford Tractators. They are very diP- 
ferent from the other productions, we have of the firsl 
Century. Di*. Cooke is forced, upon the authority of 
Dr. Lardner, to admit, that the larger epistles are in- 
terpolätions of the smaller; and that the smaller, those 
only now claimed to be genuine, bear evident proofs 
of interpolation, adapted to the times of the Arian 
controversy, which rose two centuries after the pe- 
riod, at which Ignatius is said to have written them ; 
but he thinks, that while on this subject, they may be 
suspected, they are, nevertheless, entitled to our confi- 
dence, on the subject of church Order.* They cer- 
tainly hold a style of language, on this subject, to- 
tally uirtike any thing in the word of God, amounting 
to something very near impiety, and directly at war, 
both with the spirit and letter of Christa Instructions and 
commands to his Apostles. Dr. Cooke has referred to 
some passages in these epistles, which he has italicised, 
and which, had we nothing eise, are so unlike the ex- 
hortations of Christ, and of the Apostles, but so like 
the age when it is confessed the anti-Arian interpola- 
tions were made, as to destroy their authority. Thus 
the author says, that Onesimus, the Bishop of the Ephe- 
sians, was to be "kespected as the Lord HiMSELF."f 
In the eptstle to the Smyrneans, the church at Tralles 
were advised " to respect the Bishop as Jesus Christ/ 9 

• 0ee worin on Eptaeopocj, y. n, p. 99B. 
t Ep. ad Epb., VT. 

16 



ISS 

" WhaUoever the Bishop shall approve of, ikat is also 
fleabi* o to God."* Roroe could ask, and has claim- 
ed, no higher infalUbility* " It is a good thing to- bave 
a regard, both to God and to the Bishop. He tbat 
honors the Bishtop shall be honojked of God. Büt 

HE THAT DOES ANY THING WITHOÜT HIS INOWLEBGE^ 

minjöters unto the devil." The confessional, there- 
fore, is indispensable to salvation. "Hearken unto 

THE BlSHOP^THAT God MAY ALSO HE AH KEN UNTO YOÜ. 
MY SOVI* BE SECURITY FQR THEM thdt SttbmÜ tO ikeir 

Bishop "\ &c. This is equal to the blind faith of the 
Papist, who ventures wholly oa the Priest. It is ob- 
vious, that one prominent object, in these episiles, is to 
exait the Bishop, to aggrandize ecclesiastical authoriiy, 
and if the pointed anti-Arian expressions, are jusüy 
deemed proofs of interpolations made in the third or 
fourth Century, so also may those about the power of 
the Bishop, so zealously and pointedly pressed. 

I shall have a fitter occasion to notice your quota- 
tiona from these epistle«, in my next letter. Ia tb# 
ipeantime,. enough bas been said to show, how very 
questionable is the genuineness of these epistles, and 
how wry rash it is* to make our belief,, in. the sacred 
Qapon, to depend on such evidence. Tbere is, over aodi 
above wbatl have reiarred to, wnq.uestk>nable proof <rf 
fqrgery in tbeiaa, for the epi&tle to* the church at Phü«- 
dejpbia, irepresents hiai as^alüngGodto witness u th<*t< 
tfresjiirit spal&saying these t Jungs; Do nothing vfühoyt 
S6fW fysfo&" <&c.—^n which Dr.. Wilson, ha* *»rjfl 
justly rem^rked: "the pocition i« un«Qüad r the wpw^r 

*Ep. to Smyrn., VHI. 
t Lxthra, privatel 
JEp.to Polycarp, 



t Lxthra, privately, iecreUy. 
», vi. 
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tkm at best a delusion. and the oath a falsehood, of alt 
wfcicb, the piotts Ig&atios was probaMy clear."* No 
sutih testimony Crom the Spiril is recorded in the saered 
scf ipteres. Both tfee internal bnd externa! evideßce of 
the genuineness of these epistles, fitils, and the proofs 
of Interpolation are so glaring, that they cannot be quo- 
ted, as historical testimony of the first Century. All 
that is said about the piety of Ignatius, of the time 
when he lived, and so justly, of his conversing mth the 
Apostles, and of his martyrdom so glorious, is to no 
purpose, as long as his own genuine produclions have 
not eome down to us, and it is notorious, that his name 
was used to dignify a forgery of much later date. 

Bernde, even granting the genuineness of the seven 
epistles in every word, tbere is not one syllable in them 
tohich proves, the exislence of Diocesan or any other 
Episcopacy than parochial— or the Bishop, Presbytery 
and Deacons of Ignatius, to be different from the Pas- 
tor, Eiders or Deacons of a single church worshipping 
"together in one place« 

Ignatius is careful to associate a Presbytery or Eld- 
ership with the Bishop, and also Deacons. I h^ve exa- 
mined carefally all his seven epistles, in which, the Eid- 
ers or Deacons are spoken of by him as preachers of 
the gospelj or reference is made to their duties as such. 
The peopJe are required to &bty them, and they are 
called or «ompared to the Sanhedrim, the court of 
judges, and to a concessus of Apostles, associated with 
die Bishop. Bot white the people are efthorted to 
obey, and be subject also to the Bishop, he is distinctly 
reeognized as the ooe of chief authority and i&Aueftc*, 

* Wilfon <m tbe primitive govenuneiU of tbe ebriatUtn ehurebet, p. M. 
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to whom they should attend. In his letter tp the churcb 
at Smyrna, not the churches, but a single assembly, he 
expresses himself, in terms not to be mistaken, and 
which cannQt, on any legitimate principles of gram- 
matkal Interpretation, be applied to a Bishop of a Dio~ 
cese, or to any other than the parochial Bishop or Pas- 
tor of a parish. " Shun divisions, as the beginning of 
evils. Let all follow the Bishop as Jesus Christ the 
Father; and the Eldership or Presbytery as the Apo*- 
tles* But revere the Deacons as the commandment of 
God. Let no one without the Bishop do any of these 
thingsr which belong to the church. Let that Eucharist be 
accounted valid, which is (offered or administered) by 
the Bishop, or by whom he may appoint. Where the 
Bishop may appear, there let the roultitude be (the as-. 
sembly — the crowd of worshippers,) just as where 
Christ Jesus is, there is the Cathoüc church. It is not 
lawful, without. the Bishop, either to baptize or to cete- 
brate the feast, but whatever he may approve, that also 
may be pleasing to God, that what is done may be sure 
and firm."* 

This cannot consistently be referred to a Diocese, 
but refers appropriately to a parish. For the Bishop 
is the only person corapetent to baptize, or to adminis- 
ter the Lord's supper. The Eucharistie bread and 
wine must be offered by him or some one eise, to whom 
he commits it — and where he is, there the multitude is 
to assemble. AH thisis said by Ignatius, in the sectioa 
or Paragraph of his letter, in which he speaks of the 
evils of division. I quote from the late Oxford edition 
of the Apostolic Fathers, Clement, Ignatius, &c. The 

* Ep. ad Smjrr., VUL 
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trftnalatiön given in the appendix of Dr. Cooke's work, 
votüme II, of TVacts öf Episcopäcy, from which I per- 
ceive you quote, has attached these words: "avoid all 
divisions as the beginning of evils," to the preeeding 
paragraph, tut which, introducing the paragraph as I 
have given it, form the key to its meaning, and evi- 
dently direct us te the assembly of the eommunicahts, 
Where thfc Örshop of the* pari sh, who alone iseompe- 
tetit, administers the ordinances. 

You will say, that the words of Ignatius are to be 
differently understood, and explain them aecording to 
your system of ehurch order and government, as ap- 
plying to Diocesan Episcopäcy; but bowever plausible 
your explanation might be, admitting the existence, of 
the three Orders, and of a Diocese, which we do not, 
there is proof, from the early Pathers of later date than 
that assigned to Ignatius 9 epistles. and even from Igna- 
tius himself, that ours was the received Interpretation 
at that day. Thus he says, " there is but one altar, as 
there is but one Bishop,"* which is not the case where 
you have several churches — each chürch having its al- 
tar, where the Priest officiales. In like manner, he 
says, "therefore, ju&t as the Lord did nbthing without 
the Pather, being united to Hirn, neither by himself 
nor by His Apostles, so neither dö ye any thing without 
the Bishop and the Eiders, (or Presbyters;) neither at- 
tempt any thing that may appeär suifable to reason in 
your own private jüdgment, but being come together in- 
to the »AMß place, ict there be one prayer, one sup* 
plication, onetnind, onehope in love and in the joy that 
is undefiled. Jesus Christ is one than whom nothing 

*Ep.a4PbU*d. 
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ig botter. Do ye, therefore, com« tegether a$ to <me 
tenople, as to oae aUar, as to one Jesus Christ/'* &c* 
There can be no mistake abpul the oneaning bei«. AU 
are to come together »to *Ae »am« jjiace. This is $0* 
Dioc^pan, and cafinot be — bat parocbial Epjacopaey, 
or Presbyteriamsm-^aod where theore is one Bishop, 
JEldership and Deacoa, all assemWing togetber, anrand 
the aame table, to receivo the bread aod wi«e frora 
one administrator, either (vom bis haads directly, or 
through those to wfaorn he commüö the*», to be oon- 
veyed to the communicants. 

The passage from the *f>Me to the Magnesia!*, ü- 
ktirtrates, «od ooafirüa* o&rexptan&tion of that from the 
fistle to the Smyrneans, Thi$ is further oorrobora- 
ted, by the tefttiotony of Jtieliq ftf&rty r. , "The Bishop's 
whcde Djopese jnet together on 3twday,/whea #ie Bi- 
sbopgawMbefti the Ftuoharist; ajid if aoy wereabsent, 
he sent it to them by the Deaoofts/'t TertuUia» also 
_saysj " that Christiane received the s4r$rameoit of the 
Lord'» supper, from the tewads of xba Bi&bop &loae,"£ 

These Quotation* uaay suffice toshow» bow liule aid 
you obtoin from Ignatius' epistles «Uetfpoiated* apd 
aate-dated by two ceBturies, ai»d ipwious as t^ey may 
to« in eupport of the high daim* of Episcopaeji, 44* 
setfted by you. Suph h "tbct-proof" whicbgrou s^ 
"is füll and ought to be.copcta&iwVf in iavor^f lh$ 
Appatolic &uperiority of "Episcopat BishopeJ" Bar* 
de** t me, «*y dw sh» if I say it wght tp.l^ #q fuqb 
thipg* It wa*>t* the esöestiafe p£ psapf ; sftd if A#vJt r 
ted ftt all« works far oare agaj^t ^r>i^ar ypitf p^jticw, 

*fcl Mkg.. VD. • See »»•ifip.jafl 1B jlu, 1211 » i • i . j * 

't Con. and Dia. ofprim. cb., p. 19. 

f Idem. ^..j.. >, ij, , ; j - 
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A word er iwo öiily, naw, k necessary, in repljr to 
wh*t yoa my abcsrt Poiycarp. Adm&tiog all you nfc 
Arm, that he was the Bishop of Smyrna, at the time, 
and the person to whoari the epistle by St John was 
wriUen— that he too was cafled the Angel of the 
church — the rery Bäshop whorn Ignatius exhorted El- 
ders and Presbyters, Deacons and Laity, to obey— and 
tbat he was ordaüied as Irenaeus, PoJycarp's discipfe, 
aaysibewas, by the Apostles — itproves, neitber moro 
nor less, than that he was parochial Bishop of ibe 
church of Smyrna ; and that is all it proves. 

You have rightly said, that the opinions of these 
early fathers are no authority, but that they arecredi- 
ble witnesses of facts. We reject not their teslimo- 
ny as to facts, though we do not magnify it as you do, 
or rely so much upon it, toprove the Bible. But we 
do reject your construction of their testimony, and 
your attempt to pass it off for the facts. Should I 
even reject Ignatius' testimony as to facts, and be- 
lle ve that his letters are not genuine, I should be very 
far from being the least aflfccted, by your great alarm, 
about the proof that the Bible was given us of God. 
You say, " if their testimony to facts, as I have already 
observed, is rejected, it is impossible, to prove that the 
book which we call the Bible and which we prize as 
the great chart, given to us of God to guide us in our voy- 
age through life is true." I presume you mean to s*y, 
that it is, by the writings, not of Ignatius, but of all the 
Fathers in succession, as they have quoted the sacred 
scriptures, we identify the book, they call the Bible 
with what God gave — the original deed; and that, if we 
reject their testimony as to facts, in one case, we must 
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in all, and therefore eanaot prove the chainof title, the 
authenticity of the original instrumenta Yet you have 
so stated it, as to mako every thing turn on giving 
credit tolgnatius' epistles. We ean reject them, and 
more too, if proved to be spurious, and yet have abun- 
dantproof of the anthenticity of the Bible. 

Jn the heat of your argument, and anxiety to silence 
us by the word of Ignatius, you have been betrayed, 
to say the least, into a very incorrect statement of the 
issue between us and the infidel. 
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LETTER XII. 
the testimony of the f äthers. 

Rev. and dear sir: 

It is ratber an ungracious task, I confess, to point 
out to a friend, tbe looseness with which he may ex- 
pres9 himself. It ought not, in ordinary parlance, to 
be done ; for tbe petty critic, who is always fiinling 
fault with expressions, when the meaning is obvious, 
renders bimself odious to all. But, in the Statement 
and prosecution of an argument, where it is essential, 
that words be well defined, and that their meaning 
should not fluctuate,. it is very different. In that case 
it becomes an impprtant dttty to notice such vagueness, 
in order to expose the fallacy of the argument, or the 
ßpeciousness of the sophistry. If words have been 
used, which admit of different senses, and require a dif- 
ferent meaning. in the conclusion, from what they do 
in the premises» truth requires the texposure. Nothing 
but this sort of necessity, impoaed on me by the struo 
ture of your argument, induces rae to notice how you 
qctually contradict yourself, and Qttllify your whole ar- 
gument. 

. "The nome Apostlt,''' you say,i <: hos been confined 
to the first rOlers in tbe churaib, tbatis the Aportoltc 
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age. After this age, as we learn from Theodoret, one 
of the Fathers, the term Bishop was taken from the se- 
cond order of ministers, and appropriated to the first. 
•fl//, therefore, that is said of Bishops in the New Testa- 
ment, is to be regarded as belonging to the middle 
grade, who are now designated by the term Eider or 
Presbyter. The highest order in the scriptures, is 
calied by the word Apostle, but is now, and has 
been, since the Apostolic age, designated by the term 

" BI8HOP. ,,, 

In so saying, you abandon the proof from Ignatius, 
whom you quote to estabiish the point " that the min- 
istry consisted of three grades — Bishops, Presbyters or 
Eiders, and Deacons." Ignatius, I ad mit, uses these 
three expressions, the Bishops, EWership or Presbyte- 
ry, and Deacons, very often. You have said that this 
proof, of the supcrior and inferior grades in the minis- 
try, " ought to be eonclusive." You, certainly, there- 
fore, w*H not object to my holding you to your own 
ucknowiedged Obligation^, though I have protested 
against them, and shown, that they have no binding 
authority on us who suspect the genuineness of Igna- 
tius epistJee, or at least, aocount many parts of them to 
be interpojations made in subsequent centuries. 

Theodoret, to whom you refer, was of the fifth Cen- 
tury, having died A. D. 457, aged 71 years. It is 
stränge that yo» shosld have come down to so late a 
period for tiie proof, that the word Bishop betonging to 
the second grede, «nd i. e., Presbytery or Eldprship, 
should have been appropriated to the first, and been 
made to sopersede that of Apostles. But Ignatius be- 
looged to the Apostolic age; tor you bave told us, 
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"that Ignatius was made Btshop of Antioch, by St, 
Peter, to fill the vacancy oceasioned by the deatb of 
Evxxüus," and that too thirly*six years before the deatb 
of the Apostle John, having "suffered martyrdom aboat 
the tenth year of Trajan, which was ooly four years 
after the death of John the Apostle— at which time Ig- 
natius had been forty years the Bishop of Antioclu" 
Who then was the Bishop of the öhurch of Ephesus, 
of Smyrna, and of others, of whom Ignatius speafcs? 
Theodoret, you affirm, says, that in the Apostolic age, 
the Presbyters or Eiders, f. e., the second grade, were 
called Bishops, bat the highest grade, Aposti*es, and 
you quote bis testimony, as conclusive authority. Of 
course then, you are shut up to ©ne or other of these twö 
concbsioas. Either, that the epistks of Ignatius were 
not of the Apostolic age, but were the production of 
the third Century afier it, just as we thinktheir internal 
evldence proves-; or, that the Bishop of the Apostolic 
age, t. e., the Bishop referred to by Ignatius, was mere- 
ly a parochial Biphop, primus inter.pares — the first of 
the Eldership or Presbytery, to which grade or class 
ofofficers he belonged*—- the Moderator or President at 
he is called, If Ignatius ever nieant to convey the idea 
of Apostle' s successors,. it was the EkLers or Preshy- 
tare he accounted such.* Oae or other you must ad?» 
mit, for Ignatius does not once use the word Apostle ad 
the title to designate the person he calls Bisbop* If 
you admit the first, viz: the spuriousness of the epistles 
attributed to Ignatius, then, even the shadow of your 
proof of the three Orders of the ministry, in the Apos- 
tolic age, vanishes; for Ignatius is your main reliance, 

♦See Ep. ad Magn., VI. Ad Trall., II. 



192 

and the only one, you have referred to, among the tmin- 
spired writers of the Apostolic age. If you prefer the 
latter hörn of this dilemma, then you concede Ignatius 
to us, and his testimony goes for parity and Presbyte- 
rianism, not for prelacy. Adherihg, therefore, to your 
avowed obligations to receive the proof which " ought 
to be conclusive/' I should anticipate yöur return to 
Presbyterianism, did I not know, that there is some- 
thing very dazzling and captivating, something exceed- 
ingly fasctnating and enchanting, in an "Episcopal 
throne." 

Yet have there been some, wh'o were not so dazzled 
by the splendors of a Bishophric, but that they could 
see, and acknowledge, the truth in this matter. Such 
was Bishop Croft, whose testimony I submit, before I 
pass to the examination of that of Theodoret, your 
next witness. In his Naked Truth, this Bishop says: 
" I hope my readers will see what weak proofs are 
brought for this distinction and superiority of order — 
no scripture, no primitive general Council, no general 
consent of primitive doctors and fathers; no, not even 
primitive fathers of note speaking particularly, and 
home to our purpose; only a touch of Epiphanius, and 
St. Austin upon Arius, the Arian heretic, but not de* 
clared, no, not by them, an heretic in this particular of 
Episcopacy."* 

* The State of the Primitive Church, pp. 1», 29, 23, &c. 
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And hqw, as to the testimony of Theodore t. AU 
though you haye not quoted or referred, specifically, to 
the passage, I shall. His vvords are, as taken from his 
copamentary pn the first epistle.to Timothy: " but what 
I have already said — thcy called Jhe same (persons,,) 
forraerJy, Presbyters and Bishops — those, at. this day 
called Bishops, they called. Apostles. But, in process of 
time, thcy rclinquished the name of Apostleship (or 
Apostolic offiee,) tothose who were in reality Apostles; 
but they gave the appeUation of the Episcopajte, to 
those formerly called Apostles» 

Claudius Salmaßius, in his Dissertation against ]>. 
Petavius Loyolita, wriljtenmore than two hundred years 
ago, examined, very critjcally, and at great length, 
this testimony of Theodoret. I give you his language. 
"He," viz: Theoderet, " acknowledges, what we have 
before said, two kinds of Apostles — for those whom he 
calls alethos aPost olous, in. reality Apostles, he distin- 
guishes, by this name, from them who were not in re- 
ajity Apostles, Such were they, whose labors the 
Apostles used to coostitutechurches, viz: Titus, Timo- 
thy, Eppphroditus, Linus, Mark, and if there were any 
others of this sort, whom also the ancient Church called 
Apostles, These were the sent of the Apostles, that is, 
Apostles. But the Apostles in reality were the sent of 
Christ, hiraself. Theodoret, therqfore, says, that finv 
inerly, in the times of the Apostles, the same (persons) 
were called Bishops and Presbyters — tous autouö 
exaloun pote Phesbyteroüs kai Episcopous. For, 
says he, there could not be a plurality of Bishops in 
one church» But, it appears, that these very same 
(persona) were bishops of the highest grade, who also 
17 
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ordained and fed (he flock of Christ, and were called 
Pastors. But they were not the less, also, called Pres- 
byters, because the first and second grades were, at that 
time, one and the same, and were united in one person. 
They who were above the same Bishops and Presby- 
ters, were called Apostles of either kind, that is, as 
well, the Apostles in reality immediately appointed by 
Christ, as those, who, being wont to be sent by the 
Apostles to constitute chu rohes, were designated by 
this name, ministers of the Apostles, helps, fellow sol- 
diers. These held the same place in the church, above 
Presbyters and Bishops, as long as they constituted one 
grade, which, afterwards, the Bishops obtained, when 
the distinction öf grades was introduced, and the Bi- 
shops Were placed above Presbyters. Tous autoüs 

EKALOUN POTE PrESBUTEROUS KAI EpISCOPOÜS, APOS- 

tolous önomadson. They who now are called Bi- 
shops answer to those then named Apostles; that is, 
they obtain the same authority above Presbyters 
which the Apostles* — by whom the churches were or- 
ganized, themselves also sent of the Apostles to or- 
ganize them — formerly obtained above Presbyters cal- 
led also Bishops, seeing that it wag the custom for 
those too to be called Apostles. But in process of time, 
they relinquished" the name of Apostleship, to those 
who were truly called Apostles, (Apostles in reality, 
the Apostles of Christ;) but they imposed the appella- 
tion of the Episcopate on those who formerly were called 
Apostles, («. c, Apostles öf the Apostles.) Aftetf the 
distinction of grades was made, and the 1 Eldership or 
Presbytery was divided from the Apostleship, which 
formerly were fclended, thö name of Apostleship was 
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properly given, to those who were truly Apostles, yiz: 
the veritable Apostles of the greater nations. Ten 

DE EPISKOPES PROSEGOR1AN TOI8 PALAI KALOUMENOIS 

* 

apostolois epetethesan — that is, ihey imposed the 
appellation of Episcopate on tbose who were formerly 
collect, Apostles, viz: on the helps and ministers, or 
those sent bf the Apostles who used their labor and rain- 
istry to constitute Bishops in eyery city. For when, 
in churches to be instituted, they would exercise the 
Apostolic funetion, and would act, in place of the Apos- 
tles, they were accountcd instead of Apostles, and were 
so called, and had almost equal a,uthority and power 
over churches and Bishops of the churches, which the 
Apostles themselves had, over those whom they had 
constituted their Apostles. But when the Bishops be- 
came greater than Presbyters, and were placed in a 
higher grade, the fpllowingage called even the Bishops 
themselves no longer Apostles, the name of Apostles 
being left to those who had in reality exercised the 
Apostolic functions."* 

This expjanation of the meaningof Tbeodoret, in the 
passage to which you refer, Salmasius substant^iales 
by a variety of considerations, expending the most with- 
ering sarcasm on> Loyolita, who had declared, that the 
language of Thepdoret, in the passage, was involved, 
and his meaning. inexplicable. 

You seem to be aware, after all, that you can make 
nothing of the name, and therefpre, in common . with 
Bishops Onderdonk, Hopkins, and others, you fall back 
upon the office of the B^shops, which. you think you 
Jiave. proved to be identical with that of the Apostles ; 

* Wftlonis» MwsaUqi Diwermio, PP..50-W. 
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but which we have shown was essentially different- 
You have allowed yourself to indulge, in a sort of So- 
cratic reasoning, which, I must confess frankly, has ex- 
cited strong suspicions in my mrnd, as to the extent 
and accuracy with which you have examined the his- 
tory of the church. You ask, on the supposition of 
ministerial parity, and no Apostolic succession, " is it 
not stränge that it should have been considered so un- 
fitted for the church of Christ, as to be banished from 
it before the close of the first Century ? There is not a 
trace of it to be found." I suppose you mean ministe- 
rial parity, and if so, I am perfectly at issue with you 
on a point of fact. I have examined all your argu- 
ments thus far advanced, and have not found any thing 
like proof "that the Apostolic office was transferred 
from one to another, and that it was supreme. That 
there were inferior grades in the ministry — Presbyters 
and Deacons." You have not produced either from 
the scriptures, or from Ignatius, any thing like proof. 
Por the meaning you attributc to the expressions 
you have quoted, you have not even attempted to 
prove to be the only true and proper one, but have as- 
sumed, that they meant, just what you say they did, 
and what suited your argument. I have shown that 
they did not, and could not, mean, what you say they 
did. How perfectly out of place, therefore, is your 
question, which may have its effect upon those who 
never reason, hut on none other~" how could such an 
office, as was held, by the Apostles^ and afferwards by 
the Bishops their successors, ever arise fn the church, 
without ithad been fully sanctioned by the grcat Head 
of the church ? It is iropossible." When, you an- 
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swefr äow, such aA Office could ome in tbe church as 
has been claimed to have been derived from the Apos- 
tles, by the Popes; tbeir successors, without its havrog 
beeo sancttoned fully by God, it will be time enougb 
yea, unneeessary to reply to your question. So far 
from tbe thing böing impossible, it ba* actoaliy been 
dorne, and you are bound to sbow, how such offices as 
Arch-bishops, Metropolitan*, Patriarch»» Card inak and 
Popes, could have arisen, in the church, without being 
folly sanctioned by God ; and until you do so> your de- 
claration, " it is impossible," will only exeite a smile, 
unless, indeed, you turn papist outright, and go tbe 
whole at once — carrying your interrogatory throagh 
Bishops, and the whole troop of bigh dignitaries up to 
Isis holiness u the Lord God the Pope," Vicar General 
of Jesus Christon Barth and Minister Plenipotentiary 
•of Heaven. But even this— however more consistent 
it would make your interrogatory— would not screen 
you, from the charge of ignorance of tbe history of 
the Cburch, to which you have exposed yourself 
by the following remarks : "• Ttiey are too jealous of 
their rights ever to have yielded to such an assump- 
tion of power without a struggle. And if so, where 
is the evidence of any Opposition on their part ? The 
word of God is silent— all history is silent 1 And 
who could have been the usurperi We might as well 
expect that history would be silent in reference toour 
own civil revolutiön, as to expect silenee in so remark- 
able and complete an ecclesiastical revolutiön, as must 
have taken place, when Bishops were made the su- 
pröme rulers of tha church: It cannot be/' Are you 
#o Ignorant of history, as not to khow* tfiat the cases 
17* 
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are most nünaerous, where me» have yielded thetr 
rights without a stroggle wben the eneroachaients 
have been gradually and imperceptibly tnade? — how 
common is it to give new names to things, and having 
familiär ized the ears of men to them, gradually slide 
off from their original meanmg and make names be- 
come things? — how the most oppressive despotism and 
jtyranny have grown up, and been submitted to, and 
allfor the defenceof.freedom as it was thoüght? — how 
chaogeshave been silently wrought, under fabe preteo- 
ces, and the power obtairied, whieh afterwards could 
not be resisted? Are you Ignorant of fhe history.of 
both Greece and Rome 1— of the regulär growth of 
almost all kinds of oppresaion that has been in tho 
world, and which have advanced, more by art and de- 
ception, than by arms and bloodshed ; and of the influ- 
ence which synods, Councils and Conventions have had 
in the church ? lam utterly amazed, at the manner 
in which you have expressed yourself, and feel com- 
pelled to qqote to you, for your Information ön the 
subject öf the origin and growth of the Hierarchy, the 
account which Jerome, onaof your own ouihorifics, has 
given of these things.; 

" A Presbyter, therefore, is the samt as a Bishop ; 
and before there were, by the insiigation of the devil, 
parties in religion, and it was said by öifferent people, 
I am of Paul, and I of Apollos, and I of Cephas; the 
churches were governed by the Joint caunsel qf tkt 
Presbyters. But aßerwards, when every one accoun- 
ied those whom he baptized as bclonging to himself and 
not to Christ, it was decreed, throughout the whote 
world, that one, cbqscn from among the Presbyiew, 
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should be put over the fest, and that tho whole, care of 
the church, should be cömmitted to hira, and ihe seedfe 
ofschism.be taken away. 

" Should any one think, that this is my private opin« 
ion, and not the doctrines of\thc scriptures, tat them 
read the words of the Apostle, in iiis eptetle to the Phi- 
Kppians: ** Paul and Timotheus the ser van ts of Jesus 
Christ, to aM the saints in. Christ Jesus, tthich are at 
Philippi, wilh the Bishops, and Deaccons," &c. Philippi 
is a single city of Macedonia ; and certainly, in orte 
city t there could not be several Biskops, ab they are 
now stvlbd ; but as they, at that time, called the very 
same persons Bishops, whoxn they called Presbyters, 
the Apostle has spoken without dtstinction of Bishops 
as Presbyters. 

u Should this matter yet appear doubtful to any one, 
uniess it. be provcd by an additk>nal testimony ; it is 
written in the acta of the Apostles, that when Paul had 
come.to Mileturn, he sent to Ephesus* and called the 
Presbyters of that ctvurch, and among other things, said 
to them r * take heed to yourtselves, and to all the flock 
In which the Holy Spirit hath made you Bishops.' 
Take particular notice, that callmg the Presbyters of 
the single city of Ephesus, he afterwards names the 
iame persons, Bishops." 

Other quotations are made from the epistle to the 
Hebrews, and from Peter, and he then statest c * ottr iu- 
tention, in making thesa remarks, -is to show, that, 
among the anctents, Presbyters and Biskops were the 

VERY SAME; But that BY IrtTTLE AtfD LITTLE, that the 

plants of dissentions might be plucked. »p, the whole 
concern was devolved upon an individual. As the 



20Ö 

Presbyters, therefore, hnöw that they are subjected, 
BY THE CÜSTOM OP THE CHURCH, to him 
who is set over them, so lct the Bishop know, that they 
are grealer than Presbyters more by cüstom, than by 

ANF REAL APPQINTMENT."* 

The same things are stated by Jerome, with great 
point, in his ietter to Evagrius. Here, then, is a füll, 
di st inet, and formal answer given to your questions, 
and an aecount of the origin, and growth of Episcopa- 
ey, sliowing directly, how very limited must have been 
your reading, or how exceedingly treacherous must 
be your memory, to admit of your having so boldly a£- 
firmed, that "all historv is silent," on the subjeot 
of the rise and progress of the Episcopacy, for which 
you plead, viz: the three Orders and the Bishops' Apos- 
tolical supremaey. Jerome says, explicitly, that it 
grew up, "little by little," and obtained: "more 
by cüstom, ihem by any real appaintmenL" 

You cannot objeet to the testimony of Jerome, H« 
lived in the fourth and fifth centuries, having been born 
about A. D. 331, and died in 420 — was a man of great 
learning in his day — abundantly competent to investi- 
gate the history of the times before him— was himself 
attached to Episcopacy, and, therefore, by no means 
a prejudiced witness. Döctor Bowden affirms, that 
* r when he is not obscure, no writer of antiquity has 
strooger testimony to the Apostolic Institution of Epis* 
eopaey. "f The obscurity of which he speaks, is in the 
above and similar passages of Jerome's writingsj bat 
it is ooly to the eye of an Episcopaliän, that there is 

*OpferaHleron;fem., "VT, p. 198. * ' -* • 

tRowden's fetter*, X3$J, p. 3ty. . k _ . 
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any obscurity in what we have quoted from Jerome. 
And hcre, it may be as convenient, as in any other 
place, to notice, what occasions that obscurity, and 
whence so great reliance is placed upon, \he opinioni 
of the Fathers, and quotations from them, with which 
Episcopal writers, such as Dr. Bowden, and Dr. Cooke 
and others abound. It is not denied, that prelacy flour- 
ished soon after the first Century, and that Episcopacy 
changed its character from Parochial to Diocesan very 
early. Nor is it denied that the Fathers whom Dr. 
Bowden and others have quoted, speak of and describe 
the very Diocesan Episcopacy, which he, in Opposition 
to Dr. Millers views, claims to beof divine origin; but 
their descfiption and averment of what existed in tbeir 
day, do not prove, that it existed in the Apostolic age; 
nor that ft was of divine origin. 

It is of no manner of use to quote the Fathers, speak- 
ing of what was in their day, and to try to pass it off 
as proof of what existed in the Apostles' days. We 
canhot be imposcd upon in this way. We require 
proof, from the scripta res, find from the Apostolic age« 
That has not yet been produced; and notwithstanding 
all the parade, that has been mnde of the Fathers, 
whose opinions you have admitted are of no great au- 
thority, the Diocesan character of Episcopacy, was, at 
one time, in this country, affirmed, by high Episcopal 
authority, to be no way involved in the general ques- 
tion, it being maintained only, that the Bishops were 
of the.superior order. with exclusive power to ordain, 
and the fact, or extent of their Dioces^, being no way 
connected with the subjeet. Yea, reproach was cast 
on some — whodiscussed the claimsrof Episcopacy, de* 
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nying any thiog like a Dioeesan character to tbe 
Bishops of the New Testament — for being ignorant on 
thesubject. Give up Dioeesan claims, and Episcopacy 
will become, very soon, identical with the Presbytery 
of the Apostolic days. It is the fact of Dioeesan sway, 
thatgives prelatical Episcopacy its power. Thatsuch 
Episcopacy ever existed, or was authorized, in Apos- 
tolic days, has never been proved; nor can it be. : 

Your main reliance is on the testimooy of Ignatius, 
from whom youhave liberally quoted. I have already 
said f that the genuineness of the produetions ascribed to 
Ignatius may weU be doubted ; that there are maoy in- 
ternal evidences, indicating, that they are the produetion 
of a later period than the flrst Century ; and that even 
when admitted to be genuine, they afford no more 
proof of the Episcopacy for which you plead, nor of the 
lower Orders and inferioritv of Eiders and Deaconsto 
the Bishops, tban you can find among Presby terians who 
have their Bishops, Eiders and Deacons. 

I only add, to what I have already said on this sub- 
jeet, that, as a witness, Ignatius, or rather the authorof 
the seven epistles bearing bis name, is not cntitled to 
implicit credit. The author betrays gross ignorance 
of the scriptures in several cases, quoting or referring 
to passages as scripture, whieh are not in the New 
Testament, and axpressing sentiments as scripture, 
which cannot be .legitim&tely inferred from it. In his 
epistle to the Trallians, he says, aideistbe de kai 

TOIf EPI8KOPON, HVMON HO« C*lRISTON, KATHO HE- 
MSN HOI BtAKARIOI DIETAXANTO ApO&TOLOI, " rever- 

eoce also the Bishop as Chi ist, -as the holy Apostlca 
haye comna^nded us." The. Apostles oever^aye suph 
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a commandment. From the epistle to the Philadel- 
pbians, you have quoted these words : " But the ; Spirit 
spake sayiog in this wise, do nothing without the 
Bishop." The Spirit never said any auch thing, direct- 
ly, or by implication. Yetthis is ttie witness whose tes- 
tioiony you so exalt, and concerning which your laa- 
guage raakes the icnpression, that the- rejectioh, if not 
impious, is calculated to strengthen infidclity ! ! 

The -next witness, you cite, is Irenaeus, whom you 
quote in proof of your Apostolic succession, as follows: 
" We, he says, can reckon up those whom the Apos-. 
tles ordained to be Bishops in the several churches, 
and who they were that succeeded them down to our 
time. And "h ad the Apostles possessed any hidden mys- 
teries, which they imparted to none but the perfect, (as 
heretics pretend,) they would have submitted them to 
those men, to whom they committed the churches 
themselves ; for they desired to have tbose in all things 
perfect and unreproveable, whom they left to be their 
successors, and to whom they committfed their own 
Apostolic authority? He then adds, that because it 
would be endless to enumerate the succession of Bishops 
all the churches, he woald instance in that of Rome." 

Now, on this, I remark, that there is uo propf that 
Irenseus mcant exactly what you say he did by -the 
sticcession. He was speaking of the unwillingness of 
the heretics to be bound, either by the scriptures, or 
by the traditions of the churches.» His objeet was to 
disprove their pretedding, that they had private mys- 
teries and were by these. means wiser even thän the 
Apostfes. 

The passage you quote, I presume, is taken from 
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third chapter of the third book of Irenaeus. The ori- 
ginal is given m the second volume of Tracts on Epis- 
copacy, as appended by Dr. Cooke to his.work on the 
invalklity ofPresbyierian Ordination. His translatioo 
will be found in the 130th section, which, allow me to 
say, is much more correct than the one you quote.* 
The words " whom they left to be their (Apostles) suo 
cessors, and to whom they commhted their own Apos- 
tolig authority" are a very free translatian which 
Dr. Cooke would not venture to give. I have no hesi- 
tationin pronouncingit unsustainable. The words are 

QUOS ET SÜCCESSORES RELINQUEBANT 8ÜÜÄI IPSOKUM 

locum maoisterii tradentes. The phrase SUÜM IP- 
sorüm locum magisterii, which you have rendered 
" their cwn Jlpostoüc authority" means no such thing ; 
but having asumed the identity of the Apostolic and 
Episcopal office, by a free translation, you use the 
word Apostolic. The passage reads, " for they very 
much desirod, that they sliould be pcrfect, and irrepre- 
hensible in all things, whom they were leaving their 
successors, delivering their own place of their magis- 
tracy" or governmental rule. This is a very different 
thing from their Apostolic office. We have already 
shown, that whätever power the Apostles exe rcised, io 
the way of ordaining and governing the church, their 
maoi8teriüm, was that of Presbyters, appropriate to 
that charaoter and Office, which they sustained in 
common with those, whom they ordained, and intro- 
duced into the churches. And it was, in this sense, 
that Irenseus understood the matter. For in the pre* 
ceding chapter, he says, "wben we arppeal to the tra- 

■Trtcto on Bpb. *ol. XL pp.W-M. 
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dition, which is from the Apostles, and is preserved in 
the churches, through the successions of the Presbyters, 
per succEssioNEd Press yterorum, they oppose tra- 
ditions, saying, that they are wiser, not only than the 
Presbyters, but even than the Apostles."* 

" To represcnt the magisterium, which was given to 
officers, indifferently callcd Presbyters and Bishops, as 
an authority given to Bushops over Presbyters, is to 
adopt a conclusion without premises. To say that the 
succession and mastership y affirrned by Irenaeus of Bi- 
shops, who were Presbyters, are a proof, that Bishops, 
in the modern sense, were intended by him, is the pe- 
titio princijrii, or weakness of begging the queslion"\ 

The succession, of which Irenaeus speaks, and the 
magistraey, of the Apostles and Presbyters or Bishops, 
are very difTerent things, from what yoa represent 
them. Linus and Anacietus and Clemens, and * ( soon 
to Eleuthcrius," of whom you speak, as forming the 
Apostolic succession in the church of Rome, were not 
called Apostles by Irenaeus, but Presbyters. "It is 
proper," suys he, u to obey those Presbyters, eis prbs- 
byteris, who are in the church, "H15," these who 
have succession from the Apostles, as wo have shown; 
who with the succession of the Episcopate, qui cum 
bpiscopatus successionk, have reeeived the sure gift 
of the truth, aecording to the will of the Father."J 

44 The succession from the Apostles, which he some* 
times affirms of Bishops, he also applied to Presbyters;§ 
repeatedly thus discoursing. that he accounled Presby- 

*Irenneus udvr raus Horfwcos, lib. 3, c. 2. n. 2. 

fßee Wilson on the Prim. Qjy. uf the Cliristian Churches, p. 33. 

{Irenen«, lib. IV, e. 28, s. & 

§ lib 4, c 33. 
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ters to be Bishops, and Bishops, Presbyters. Where 
Irenaeus, therefore, makes Presbyters the successors of 
the Apostles, and ascribes the Episcopacy to Presbyters, 
he may be considered a very positive, as well as com- 
petent, witness, to establish, that there were no pre ach- 
ers, after the Apostles jand Evangelists, of an higher 
order than that of Presbyters, nor any Presbyters of 
an inferior grade."* 

I have as füll right to claira Irenaeus as you have.f 
His testimony is as strong as to Presbyters, as to 
Bishops, having spoken of them as identical. Where 
you have found that he asserted, " that he had at that 
Urne a correct list of all who had sueeeeded to that Of- 
fice, in all the churches from the time in which the JLpos- 
tles Uved, down to his own day" I know not The fact 
is so singular, that I should be thankful for a reference 
to the place, although it would not prove apy thing 
more than would a chronological list of the Pastors of 
our different Presbyterian churches, who had sueeee- 
ded each other in their several parishes. 

The testimony of Hegesippus, which you quote to 
confirm that of Irenaeus, is of no value. The writings 
of Hegesippus have perished, with the exception öf the 
few fragments quoted by Eusebius, and one by Photius, 
and none of them prove a diversity of office among 
Presbyters, or a difference of order. All that this tes- 
timony proves, is, that there were cef tain men, in cer- 
tain churches, calied Bishops, and that there had been 
a succession of them. It does not prove that they were 
Diocesan Bishops, br any other than the Parochial 

* Wilson on the primitive governmeni of Christian churches, p, 32. 
f See Walonia 1 MeMalinl Dtssertatio, pp. 208-271. 
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Bfshops. For Irenaeus, in his epistle to Victor, refer- 
ring to the Bishops of Rome, who had succeeded So- 
ter, the llth from the Apostles— f. c, üp to his own 
day, calls them Presbyters.* 

As to the testimony of Clemens of Alexandria, it is 
no more decisive, in your favor (han the rest. In his 
" what rieh man can be saüed, v \ Clemens relates lhat 
John the Apostlei observing a young man, and turning 
to the Bisfiop who presided over all, epi pasi to kathes 
toti problepsas episkopo, committed him to his care, 
in the presence of the Church, epi tes ekklesias, who 
reeeived him, toü dechomenou. It was, therefore, 
not a collection of cliurches — but one assembly wor- 
shipping together, and the Bishop, consequently, was 
the parochial Bishop or Pastor. John is then said to 
have returned, after repeating the charge, to Ephesus. 
And the Presbyter taking home % ho de presbuteros 
analabon oikade, the young man that had been com- 
mitted to his care, nourished, educated and lost him. 
Here we have Clemens, no doubt, in the langgage of 
his day, as it had been in that of the Apostles, express- 
Iy denominating the same person both a Bishop and a 
Presbyter. Also, John, returning, is represented to 
have addressed him as a Bishop: " o episkope ; return 
to us your deposit." It thus appears that a successor 
of the last Apostle, and by John himself styled a Bishop, 
was notwithstanding a Presbyter. 1 ^ 

Your next witness is Polycrates; but his testimony 
is no more to thq point, tban that of all the rest ; yea, 
rather Iess. You cite him only to prove " that Bishops 

*Lib.b,«r. * 

t Ch. 42, p. 87. 

j Wilson ob the primlüve goTemmcnt of Artetfaif tfcurtfceft» p. iV- 
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were settled in all the churches." This is exactly wfaat 
wo bave affirmed. Every cliurch had its own Bishop 
or Pastor. You have not proved, that they were Dio- 
cesan Bishops, or Bishops of a grade superior to Pres- 
byters. We have evidence to the contrary, even from 
the mouth of Polycratcs, for as you cprrectly State, 
Eusebius,* represents him to have said that there were 
u seven Bishops of his own kindred, and great mülti- 
tudes of Bishops who assembled with him, to consult 
about the time of Easter." It is a very rare thing to find 
seven cotemporaneous Diocesan Bishops of the same 
kindred, and "great mültitudes" of Diocesans, as- 
sembling together, but it is not of parochial Bishops or 
Pastors. 

In Tertullian's testimony, quoted by yoq, there is 
no more proof than in Polycrates', of a divinely ap- 
pointed order of Bishops superior to Presbyters; but 
there is of the contrary. The highest priest, (not 
the High-priest,) was the chief presiding Presbyter. 
The word does not, as Tertullian uses it, apply to an 
order, but to the individual. The highest, implies in- 
feriore of the same kind — just as the chief priest stood 
at the head, or was accounted the first of his band. 
We have found no trace of a superior order, but all 
along the Bishops and Presbyters are spoken of as be- 
ing of the same order— the Bishop being the presiding 
officer of the Presbytery — as we say, the Moderator. 
Whatever diversity existed, between the Bishop and 
Presbytery, to which Terttdlian refers, it did not 
spring from any original divinely instituted difference 
of order. For Tertullian, in the very passage you 

'BocMMtleal Hktorr^B. V. CL 9L 
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quote, " founds the authority of Bishops upoo its ne- 
cessity for the preservation of tbe honor and peace of 
the church, and not upon any scriptural or Apostolical 
Ordination or appointment"* 

The peace of the church required that the adroinis- 
tration of baptism should be under the direction of the 
Presbyter y, in every congregation or church, and be 
performed, either by the presiding Presbyter, or by 
some other for him. Cases have occurred, in Presby- 
terian churches, where strict attention has been neces- 
sary to this thing. Yea, it ig accounted injurious to 
the peace of the church, and altogether improper, where 
there are several Presbyters and ministers of the gos- 
pel, living in the same place, and worshipping in the 
same church, for any one of them, to administer bap- 
tism in the congregation, but the parochial Bishop, or 
at his request. I have been so situated, that several of 
my ministerial brethren were regulär members of my 
congregation, and worshipped with us, yet none of 
them ever thought of administering baptism even to the 
members of their own families. They invariably acted 
on the rule which you quote Tertullian as sajing was 
observed for the peace of the church. 

Not one of the authorities you quote, proves the point 
for which thev have been cited. 

* Wilion on the primitive government of tbe ehriBtUn ehurcbee, p. 43. 
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v LETTER XIII. 

*HE APOSTOUCAL StfC€&S6I0K. 
ReJV v AND DE AR JSIR : 

My attention sball be turaed, in this letter, distinei- 
\j tothe Apostolical sucqession, which, on the au- 
thorUy of Eusebias, you say is brought down to ibe 
coancil of Nice» in the year. 3^5, "and is so marked, 
tbat no link is broken in the chain wbich connects tbe 
Bishops with the Aposlles, und of course with Christ.'' 
Jn doing so, it becomes. proper to bring into view, what 
you mean by the phrase " Apostolicai* succession," 
and what has been deemed. by prelatical writers, es- 
sential to it 

. It is very evident,, to every attentive reader, that 
you mean by the " Apostolical succession" something 
more, than that, the Lord Jesus Christ, through succes- 
sive generations, has preserved and transmitted the 
grand essential facts of christianity and the knowledge 
of its elementary doctrines, by means of a succession 
of authentic writings, and has influenced, qualified, and 
called by His Spirit, a succession of men whom He 
has authorized to proclaim those facts and doctrines. 
Such a succession, in accordance with Arch-bishop 
Whately, we believe and teach, but it is nothing more 
nor less, than the perpetuation, of the truth, and of the 
church in the world r by men called and chosen of God 
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to diacharge the functions of minister* and office bear*» 
er* inHishouse. 

We have had a regulär succession of presidents, gov- 
ernors, judges, members of senate and congress, &c. Y 
since the foundation of our government, i. e. as one ha* 
retired, another has taken his place agreeably to the 
will of the people, with whom is lodged the sovereigoty 
and the right of election, &c, The oaths of office do 
not confer tbe power ; they are but the mode of con- 
ducttng into their offices those callcd and ehosen to 
fill them. The prcsident retiring does not confer bis 
power on his successor : nor one judge, goverftor, or 
member of cbngress, on another. We would smile at 
the simplicity of the man who would teil us that the 
power and authority of this government weregiven at 
first to Washington, and to his cotemporaries, and that 
he and they transferred it to their successors. It is the 
sovereign power — the people — directly or indirectly, 
that confer the power, and no man ever dreams of pro- 
ducing a perfect list of presidents, judges, &c. &c, and 
of eslablishing this or the other man's power and right to 
office by proving the line of succession. Such notions, 
and doctrines, may be adapted to the monarchical gov- 
ernments of Europe, where ideas, of legitimaey, and 
of the hereditary succession, are interwoven with the 
very Clements of their existence. But, in this country 
we understand the subjeet better ; and laugh to scorn, 
alike the divine right of kings, and the notion, that the 
civil magistrate is the depositary of power, lodged there 
by heaven to be transferred tö his successors. The offi- 
cers of the government, are not the fountains of pow- 
er ; becausc they are not the sovereigh. Our liberties, 
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wijl never be in greater danger tban when we practi- 
cally concede, to the functionaries of our government, 
tbe powers of sovereignty, which belong to the people, 
and believe, that official authority emanates from one 
to the other through a line of suceession. Peath, dis- 
grace, impeachment, a variety of causes, may Inter- 
rupt and break the suceession, and an office may, for a 
Urne, be without an ineumbent; but tbe sovereign peo- 
ple, from whom emanates the power, can direct and 
call whom they please, to discharge the funetions of 
the civil magistraey. The oath of office, and the cerc- 
mony of inauguration or induetion, are but the aoknow- 
ledged and approved modes of recognizing the fact, 
that, by the sovereign authority of the people, the per- 
sons have been appointed to their respective offiecs. 

These important and salutary principles were not 
understood under the tyrannical government of ihe 
Caesars.- The kingor eraperor was claimed to be the 
fpuntain of power, which flowed down in regulär 
hereditary suceession. The doctrine of legitimaey, as 
taught by European politicians, lies at the very root of 
the Apostolic suceession. You have claimed, distinet- 
ly, and formally, that the headship or sovereignty of 
Jesus Christ, has been trausferred to the Apostles, and 
has flowed down from them through their lineal eucces* 
sors whom you style your Apostolic Bishops. Now, 
this we proclaim to be just as great an Usurpation, as 
were presidenls,governors, and judges, &a, to claim to 
appoint their successors, and to transfer tbeir power to 
them. 

We say Usurpation, not indeed of the sovereignty of 
the people, but of Jesus Christ 



214 

The members of the church are not the sovereign 
power in the church ; nor are its officers. The Lord 
Jesus Christ has the supreme authority deputed to Him 
by the Pather. " AH power, in heaven and on earth is 
given unto Hirn." He has, as I have shown, the ex- 
clusive right of calling, choosing, commissioning, and 
clothing, His ministers with power. The power flows 
directly from Hirnself, just as, in our government, it 
does from the people. Ordination answers to the oath 
of office and induction into it ; being the public formal 
recognition of the fact, that Jesus Christ has exercised 
His sovereignty in the appointment of the man as His 
embassador. The succession depends not on the flow 
of authority from Bishop to Bishop, Priest and Deacon, 
regularly conveyed or transferred as you teach ; but 
on the will and grace, the spirit and providence of 
Jesus Christ our only sovereign lord and king. The 
list of successors is of no more consequence to prove 
the right to exercise official power from Jesus Christ, 
tban is the list of your predecessors, who have officia- 
ted as Rectors of St. Paul's church, to prove the legiti- 
maey of your right to officiate as their Rector, Per« 
sonal succession does not enter into that right, as any 
part of its elements. We glorify the sovereignty of 
Jesus Christ, and trace all official power and authority, 
directly, to Him, discarding, altogether, as öne of the 
engines of oppressive tyratiny and oppression, which 
have enslaved, alike the church and World, flowing 
down, through a long list of ipdividuals — a privileged 
order, in regulär lineal legitimate succession. 

I have thus brought into view, your ideas of "Apos- 
tolic succession," held in common with those of pre* 
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latical writers, and coptrasted them with those held by i 

the non-Episcopal denominations. I would not mis- 
state or misrepresent them. Ifyour language, and that 
of prelalical writers, has any definite meaning at all on 
this subject, you unquestionably teach, that the legiti* 
roacy of the functionsof the minister of Christ, depends, 
«ssentially, on the transfer, of the same power, and of 
the Spirit of God, from the Apostles down in regulär 
succession through your Bighops, which Christ origi- 
nal ly transferred to them, that being what the Father 
had conferred on Hirn. That I have not misappre- 
hended your views, and those of prelatical writers, I 
quote the language of Bishop Beveridge: "the Apos- 
tolical line hath, through all ages, been preserved en- 
tire, there having been a constant sucecssion of such 
Bishops in it, as were truly and properly successors to 
the Apostles, by virlue of that Apostolic imposition of 
hands, which, being begun by the Apostles, hath been 
continued from one to another, ever since that time 
down toours. By which means, the same Spirit which 
was breathed by our Lord into his •apostles, is 9 together 
wiih their offiee, transmitted to their lawful successors, 
the pastors and governors of our church at this üme; 
and acts f rribves, and assists, at the administration of the 
several parts of the Apostolic office, in our days, as 
rauch as ever.* r: These are your own sentiments; and 
the idea of a myslerious sacramental influence, by the 
imposition of hands, for the purpose of imparting the 
Holy Spirit, as an essential dement of the Apos tolical 
suQcession, is too plainly taught to be mistaken. 

• geo,W» worta, v. II, aermon oft CDriit's prttenca witji hin ministry. 
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It is not. therefore, at all surprising, that great care, 
and solicitude, should have been manifested, about the 
formal part of Ordination; nor that the canons of Coun- 
cils, and the common lawof ecclesiastical bodies, should 
have, through much excessive care, rather multiplied 
the tests, and increased the impossibility of proving the 
genuineness of each link, in the interminable chain of 
Apostolic succession. It has thus become impractica- 
ble to teil, what is, or what is not essential. This, it- 
self, is suffieient to condemn the wholedoctrine, espe- 
cially when viewed in connection wilh its total inappli- 
cability to the grcat mass of mankind, so deeplj' and so 
vitally intcrested in the fact of the genuine succession, 
according to the showing of its asser ters. At all events, 
it demands a stern and severe rebuke, to be given to 
those prelates, who claim a superstitious reverence for 
themselvcs from the people, making thcir adherence to 
them essential to salvation, so putting themsclves be- 
fore Christ, and yet, by the very nccessities of the case, 
being themselves constituted the judges of their own 
pretensions. 

I do not cxaggerate. Mr. T. Smyth has extracted 
from "thcChurchman," publishedih New York, under 
the sanction of Bishop Onderdonk, of that city, the fol- 
lowing, of which many other like examples might be 
taken from prelatical writers. Dr. Dodwell, saya: 
i4 None but the Bishops can unite us to the Falber and 
the Son. Whence it will follow, that whoever is dis- 
unitedfrom the visible communion ofthe church ort eartk, 
and particülarly from the visible communion of tke 
Bishops, must consequently be disunited from the 
whole visible Catholic church on earth; and not only 
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so, but from the invisible communion of the holy angels 
and saints in heaven; and whatis yet more, from Christ 
and God hirnself. It is one of the most dreadful aggra- 
vations of the conditioh of the damned, that they are 
banished fröm the presence of the Lord, and the glory 
of Ins power. The same is their condilion, also, who 
are disunited. from Christ, by being disunited from 
kis visible represtntätive."* This is putting the Bishop 
before Christ. No poorsöul can be united to Hirn but 
through the Bishop ! ! . What popery ! 

Dr. Hook says, " unless Christ be spiritually present 
with the ministers of religion, in their Services, those 
Services will be vain" — a most precious truth, known, 
believed, and preached, by none more frequently, feit 
more powerfully, and applied with greater effect, than 
by many of the non-Episcopally ordained ministers. 
" But," continues Dr. Hook, " the only ministrations, 
to which he has promised bis presence, are those of 
Bishops, who are succes&ors, to the first commissioned 
Apostles, and to the öther clergy acting under their 
tanction and hy their authority"\ This is just as false 
as it is arrogant, and is disproved, by the hundreds and 
thousands bf those, who, have been converted from the 
error of their ways, and abounded in the fruits of holi- 
ness, through the ministrations of non-Episcopally or- 
dained ministers. The fruits of the Spirit — proving 
the presence öf Christ — abound among the cohverta 
of a ministry, disowning and disdaining to be united to 
Ornat, by " Episcopal Bishops." 

Bishop K Onderdonk of New York, says " none but 
the Bishops can unite us to the Father, in the way of 

•Lecture« on the Aportolie raccanion, p. 106. 
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Christ's appoiataient, and these Bishops,, njusjt be such 
as receive their nrjission frooi the first commissioneid 
Apostlas. WfiQrever such Bishops ar$ found^ dispen- 
sing the faith and sacxamenjs of Christ, there is a true 
Church ; unsound *t may be, like the Church of Rome, 
but still a true^ and. real Church— r as a sick or diseased 
mau, though unsound, is still a real or true man."* 
This. needs no commenL It proves, that I have not 
misapprehended your idea of the " true line of success- 
ion," which, though not as distinctly avowed, is nev> 
ertheless truly accordant with it. 

And now, let me bring your line of successjpn, to 
the tests, which you, in common with prelatical wri- 
ters, have established as the criterion of a true minisr 
try. It is essential, upon your own principles, that you 
be able to show, that your Ordination — which accprd- 
ing to Bishop Ravenscroft,f is the only evidencq you 
can have of Divine right-— has been performed by Qne, 
wbo" was himself a legitimate successpr of a legitiroate 
successor, through the whole tlne, up.to some ono of the 
Ä^ostles, without a break in. one solitary link.. For, j 

says Dr., Ch^ndler, "if the suceession he. QNCE.brokeji, 
and the. power of Ordination qnce Jost, qotallthe mfi& 
oa qarth 9l not all the, angels in ; heaven, wjthqut au,üa- 
ipediate commyssion frpm Christ, can reatore &'.'$. IdQ 
not see, hpw even, Jesus Christ Wmself^ apcording to 
your doctrine, could restor« it ; fon ,you say, tl^t jfk 
transferred ffis earthly ßowei \over His Church^ - ~ 

Dr. Howe§ — whose^rthpdojcy, on tWsrpiwn^iqya^ 
Qhprch J% will not be^sßutödr-^aip.tajp^th^verjj^a^e 

♦Address on Unity^ •.'--■ 

Y., 1W, quoted In Smyth'»Lee. 

» ; - \ ■• « «' .-•...*• .. * 

.«Ti >b : ♦ 

«r 




1 



21» 

4 

Position tfitfrDf. ChancHer. Are yoo prepared to show, 
that, thrbugh die long line of yoer ecclesiastical pedi- 
gree, ra every soiitary instanee, hothing, according to 
the canons setting forth the essqntials of Ordination, 
hasinvah'dated the Ordination ? Are you prepared to 
show, That nofteof yöar Episeüpal sires Nvere under 
sentence of deposition, when ordaihedTthat ihe faith 
and mörals of aH, cäme up to the Standard of Christ 7 » 
prescriptions ? thirt their baptism was not cfinic nor 
heretteal, but'Episcopälfyvalid 1 that they had nolbeen 
ffcade Bishops, per saltum, instead of passing thrbugh 
the twö inferior grades? or that any other of the nu- 
meroüs disquailifications, jadged, by the Church to ren- 
tier Ordination invalid, such as infancy, insanity, adulte- 
ry, marder, lapse intime öf persecution, and mutilation 
or dismemberment of their bodies, like that Origen ef* 
fected oh himself, have not vitiated the succession, poi- 
soned the fountain o( Episcopal gracc, and left you out 
of the church of God ? 

I am not triflmg oh thiß subject, but soberly refer- 
ring to niatters, whiöh have been judged sufficient tö 
invalidate Ordination, as may be seen in Palmer and 
Bingharn, referred tö in Smylh's lectures.* Until you 
can thus demonstrate in' füll detail, your claim to 
the lofty Episcopftte, upön yoür owh principles, you 
must excuse me, if I cannot recognize, arid own 
you, as the Rigkt Reverend Bishop of Michigan, in- 
vested with that l< pleriitude of sacerdotal power wlrich 
constitütes Episcopacy ; lf ' however, 1 recognize and 
love you as the servant of Jesus Christ, possessed 
of (hose Episcopal powers, Which you, in common, 

*imf tk v « LeehiNt ob Apoa. Buc, pp. 115, litt, &e. 
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share with your Presbyters, and exercise, byiheir con- 
sent, as primus inter pares h first amopg your equals. 

The list of Eusebius to which you refer, as bringing 
down an unbroken chain Uli the year 325, has never 
been proved. It runs, Peter and Paul, 1. Linus, 2* 
Anacletus, 3. Clement, 4. Euarestes, 5. Alexander, 
6. Xystus, or Sixtus, 7. Telesphorus, 8. Hyginus, 9* 
Pius, 10. Anicetus, 11. Soter, 12. Eleutherus, &c. 
Eusebius follows in the track of Irenaeus. Neither 
does the New Testament, nor do Irena&us and Eusebi- 
us, furnish proof, that Peter was ever at Rome, at all. 
If ever he was, it must have been afler Paul wrote hi& 
epistle. Those who affirm that he was, disagree. 
in point of time, and the time specified, conlradicts 
scriptural history. : Both Jeromeand Eusebius, con- 
tradict the history of Peter, giveu in the r Acts of the 
Apostles.* The argumenta which learned men have 
urged against the supposition, have not been answer- 
ed. 

Still less proof is offered that Peter, if ever at Rome, 
was fixed and resident Bishop there. Nor is there 
proof, from the scriptures, that ever Paul was estab- 
lished there as Bishop. He was there as prisoner, 
and taught in hisown hired house. The church of 
Rome was not prganized, by him. He found it organi- 
zed, when he arrived there. There is no proof that 
ever he was prdained to be the Apostplic Bishop of 
Rome. Too much is expected, if it is thought we will 
admit, that both Peter and Paul were fixed as Aposto- 
Jic Bishops in Rome, and transferred their authority 
to their successors. Who was their immediate auc- 

* See Stuart ob the Rom», pp. 37, 38. 



Mario*, ha* *o« Mefi «fttted Büsöbfttt 4a>s, £ißüi> 
tat by whot* he Was ordaibed, he nas not t6ld US. 
Cfertftfoly it Warf not by ., Patil *t f&Uk, for he saysj 
«♦d/ter lAe toörfyrdb»! of FauT Äfcd Feter, Linas was 
Ihe Wst lhat rfeceived the Epfecopatfe aft Rome."* They 
did not transfer iheir «othoritj, and the* Episcopate, 
befolg iheir tnarfyrdom, ahd it *fll hoibe pfeteädfed 
they did after. Here, then, ät the vefy butsef,* ** th<d 
Apösttrfic sticcession" is met wiih difficulttes. Bf 
whofti was Ltrms ördafoed f He recei ved not the Epis- 
copate, says Eusibftur, and Of öotirse, Ordination, tiliitf* 
tcr the märtyrdom of Pttul l ahd Peter. Ittftrence* rtod 
su j)p0shk>rj6' höre Will bot do'ftJr you. If yoo isk ns 
tfradtnit youte, tfre returrt the compttment, and teil you, 
we think ©Urs ire better, vifc s that Linas was a Fres* 
bytef, and had betti such ftrtfie lifo tioxJ of jPatil and 
Feter ; fest: was elected past&r or> parochral Btshop, af- 
tar their mb'rtyrdefrv as Eüsebitiksays. Diocesnn or 
prelaticai Bishop bietore^ We could not have been, or 

you will toa«*e Faul, Peter, Linuvatt Apö^tdlic'Btehop* 
Berthe Ctrnrdh in Rom* cetemporaneoutily, dfrectiy 
kf Opposition to an, e&sefUial' feafbrc «of <four system. 
We have no dttficrity in utfderstanding how they coald 
Mi be presbyter Bishops 4ogö the r, whteH äie Bishops of 
that day were. •• » . » 

Irenreus Witt not hei p *'the Apostöffc süccesstön," 
but rather fe vors our vi e ws. atthöugh- he säys, that 
Linus was the flret Bishop of fionie, yet he ddes not 
inform us "how hecame there, or Where, orby whom| 
er wbether validly ordataed> or bitnself a vBÜd snbjeet 
for Ordination. Hedbes not even sa>\ wtiich of the 
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Apostfes deüvered tb* Epi*ö*pate io Um, ttor tfcat 
he was ever ordaioed by. the unpowtiopof band» at 
all" — and in what hedoeö say, he doea ao* tretend to 
establish proof, but r gives U merely, as tbat which t» 
Aetf as <i traditio* frqm Ike Jljmtlt*.* Ireraeus wate 
some wher* fromA. D. 177 to 202, mor? than a Century 
after* The clain? to lcgitkn^cy faiis at 4ho very atart« 
It ja truly astonjshiag, *that sacha prodigious daiin 
shouid have so elender a foundatioo, The very fest 
link in Ihe chain of title is broken* oiywhai is eqaiva- 
Jent, its validity cannot bö eitabliähecL . 

Jäqually nnfprtunate is it ia the secand link. Irenas« 
us and Eupebius say that. Aneoctetos spcceeded to Li* 
nus in the »econd y ear of Tita*, A* D. 79. Linus, af- 
ter haying. <; held jlbe offiqp aboijt twelve years, (i. e. 
from A. D* 9%) transferredit lo Aneno)etast"t ? Now r 
TertulJtan," aaya Mf. Smytb»r u «ad^eyerai oihera as* 
sure ua> that thisU qp. entire rofetake^ fer that Werne** 
was iirat of all, a^d the oest Jineal d*seead«itt frf Peter, 
9^ whoever it might be* I^piphanjus and Qptattis agajo 
serioosiy aOurfti, thaj, Aoeupletus flnd.CieUt* wafce. be-$ 
fore Clement Jeronie, Auguaüne, Dama*us and otb- 
evir differ fnom thecn ail^andiAsserl-lbat Anenctetuä, 
Cletps, and Liftus» werc all anterior, to Clemens, nnd 
the first links in this chain of living energy» Ifcjftastis 
is of opinion, tbat Peter prdainfed' tno tuecesaors, und 
not ,on§ ; naerely. V^fjius deolare* ihal befcra the iiroe 
ojf ^vajristos, two or, tfcree euccessors sat logether an 
tbjs JJpiscapaJ throne, n ,$ 
} "Io ,tbe, rJSnglfoh «horch, the samo controversy has 

'fnueeb. Hlst.'hh. Sj«. 13 

JL~cturw on Apoi., Su.c M pp. 10 -1-2. Dr. Miller ©n the MtoJ^qr, j>. W^ 
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jfol D*. Ifarnnw^ will hav^ U >bat Clement, 
^inp* and AoaeJetus all su<?ceeded Peter, «od held w* 
4>rdimte Jurisdiction ; theürst overthe Jews, and the 
<Hh£r oyer the Geatilee. Thi» theory* Coteierius re- 
jects* being wthout any sqpport ; wWfe Dr. Paar*» 
insuts, .that i t is, as Cypriap says> contrary to the evan- 
gelte latt, and to tbe rulesof the Cathökc Institution, 
for two Bjsbops to, preside- together in one city., Tfam 
also was determined od in Ate cooncil of Nice r and be* 
oarae a.settled praverb, "one God, one Christ, one 
Bisbop," two prelates being regarded, as Theodore* 
tcsüfies, infamous. So that a whoever is made Bishöp 
after the first, is, say* Cyprian, nota second Bishop, 
bot do Bishop:" Arcb-biahop Potter *gain asserls, that 
">Cleijiess not ohly conVersed with the Apostles, but 
was ördained Brshop of Rome by St. Peter;" Bishop 
Petrrson proves,' ihat Linus- died " before Peter, and 
höw coutdhe sacceed himt Thüs it is made appe- 
retit, in wbat pafpobJe and gross darknees, in what im- 
pehgtrable öbscurity, the prime questkm is involved,- 
on which this wböle caiise rests— the corner steine 
andfeürfdation; on which the stately struclüre of pre- 
lacy, Kornish and AngHcan is bdilt."* It is much easw 
er for os tö estabHsh a sueeession of Presbyters— a 
beticb of Presby ter^bishoj^s, düHng the ftfst and eariy 
part of the Second Century, in the chöreh of Rome, 
than for you to prove the legitimaey of your ordifiA* 
tfon to the' Spiscopate, upon your oWn avowed princi- 
piös of autkority ^anb^ehreo by the bnpositwft pf 
ßuutd*, in the onLy trüb Apostolico-Epiöcopal au<5- 

'teStfjrth'ftX^ufret, tiefe C, pfiffe ' '' 



Otber d b erepfcnöfc«, in iheWm^l st *&meat*, t&m 
these 1 have referrted to, rnight be aotteed, sbowiflg, 
either thc ffactare of the links, or *he impostibHtty of- 
proving, what you h&v* assumed, a regulär, tonbroken 
foe of Bishbps in your öense of the term, tegitioiftlely 
oMsocrtted by the hnposifioa of the tfoeds of the Apoa* 
Ües' stf oeetsers. BnougH has beea säid to prees the ad- 
voeates <pf prelaey with the bargen of proof, ffoni 
Mfhich they oan never be rtlieved, if the argument will- 
be feirly ahd candidly met ; Und to-let youaee- tbat you 
will not be allowed, either to beg the qoettiön, or to 
presume. that we will take your eonjoctoncs and tafer- 
ences for fact. You may praäoaftee t «us unreasotiabte, 
and hypercritica), aad say yoün pj&of "ooght to be 
conclugive," bat.where such, lofty ciaimsiare asseried, 
you must n*ake good your title, throughthetDkabvkauu 
You carry two strii)gs to your bow,.4o ,-either of 
whicfa you affix your arnttve, a& it be$t suijs you. *A£ 
006 tiqfte vom pull the Roman atriog, afid at anether ihr 
Atigiicaa; and to kill us outright,,at" t önother, bo»th to- 
getfrer. The very .lapt .of yourquitf jpg Hilf ebhifc . aod 
referriog to hi» Jine of gucqession, starXipg from Rpme,. 
8»d also, the further fact,. that. you* prMed\eati|lqgue: 
of Ihe successjoa, trace* your title throu^h. the JRoman 
qbanpel— i<teotffy you with tb$ Churcb trf Home; and 
force;you to ackflowledge her tö be a trae^hurch of 
Jggug Ch*i*t. . 

; Y*u bave, in {bis rcppect, been coomsteöt, and kep* 
M open door oi r^trQ^^Hxld you be. ort off front 
Ai«Hcan.prefeji$io&s> " Even i£ w* had receav^d ou* 
ministry, through Üiat source," you say, "it cfflilddo 
us no barm. For that chuc<*h r aod maoy of hwt eto- 
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quent , defe.nders, I have great respect. For, ; wilh all 
her errors, she hos the regulär succession of the mini** 
try t and is a part of the CathoKc phurch." Spirits of 
the rnighty dead !— ye Manes of Ridley, and intimer, 
apd Cranmer ! what think you of your Episcopal suc-. 
cessors, who thus set al nought the testimony for 
which ye died 1 and shake hands over your moulderiog 
ashes, with "Christ^enemy and Antichrist," whom 

• * * * * _ 

ye refused! I refer to the writings of the Fathers, 
to the homilies of the English church, and to the uni- 
form testimony pf the reformed churches of England, 
Scotland, France, Holland, Germany, Denmark and 
Switzerland, in proof of the fact, that they regarded the 
church of Rome to be u idolatrous and antich^istian." 

Here Jet mo. quote the language of Towgood, for 
yoxxf special attention. "Now it. is only .from this 
(apostate church) that you derive, by Ordination, your 
Spiritual desoent, Youconfess yourself bprn of her as 
to ecclesiastica} pedigree; and the sons of this (church) 
you acknowledge as bretbren, by admitting their Or- 
ders as regulär and valid ? whereas those of the Pro- 
testant Churches you reject. If a priest, ordained .with 
all the superstitions and idolatrous rites of this anti- 
christian and false church, comes-oyer to (your church \ 
you admit him as a brother duly ordained, without 
obliging him to pass under that ceremony again; but if 
a minister of the reformed Churches, joins himself to 
you, you consider him, as but a layman, an uap.rdained 
person, and oblige him to receive Orders according to 
your form. How, sir, is it possible fof you to accounj. 
for such a procedura T Cah that church, which is DP ( 
true church, tmpart vailid and true Orders t Will you 
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rest ihfe vaTichtjranfl regülarity of yoor administratious^ 
on your Tecelving the sacerdötal character from tho 
Bishops and Popes of the Romish church t many, if not 
mo*t, of whom, t*rerc men of corrupt and infamous 
tives— men, Who so* far from being regulär and välid 
minister» in the church of Jesus Christ, had neither 
part not iot in this mattet 8 , their hearts not being 
right in the sigtit of'fiod; Such men, therefore, could 
not possiWy, duly or regularly 4 officiate thereln; con- 
sequently häd no power to communicate, or convey, 
erders of offices in the Christian church. / Whatever 
Offices they conveyed, therefore, äre, at best, doubtful 
and suspictous, if not absolutely nulf, irregulär and void. 
So that really, your own Orders, If strictly examined, 
may minister great doübt and disquietude of mind."* 

I appreciate your remarks in reference to invective 
and denunciation,so calculated to irritate, and have, 
theröffore, orhitted a few epithets, which Towgood, in 
the above extract, Tias borrowed frorh the homüies of 
the Ohurch'of England. ' Although I condemn and op- 
pose the system of popery, yet would I not reproach 
dl indiscriminatety vfho embrace it. AHhough as an 
organized society, I account the church of Rome an 
apostate church, yet I love'tö think that such men as 
Claude, Anselm, Brad wardine, Grösseteste, Pascall, 

^ . * * 

Fenelon, Massillon, Xavier, and many ardent and de- 
voted missionaries of the crpss, have becn the frierids 
öf Jesus Christ, and doubtless are nurribcred amorig the 
members of His true and invisible church — His mysti- 
cal body. *fhe true Church. of Christ comprisea his 
etect out of all kindred, peopkj, tongues, and sects. 

•See Towgoed* Dlaaent, pp. 95, M. ~ ' 
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Ev,ep to tbis haur. I dpubt not, (hat it may.be, in the 
idolatrous, Church of Rome, as it was in tbe idolatrous 
Church of Israel, the JjLiOrd hath reseryed somc for Bim- 
seif that bare- not bowed jhe knee to BaaF, Gladly 
Would I discharge the offices of love, and brealhe the 
gpirit of good will, even towards those whom I fear may 
he deceived by the subtlety of the old serpent. The 
gpirit of persecution anci bitterness I loathe. Bui the 
very Office« of lpve, require me to bear my testirnony, 
against the fatal soul deslroying errors of the Roman 
CathölIaChurch; nor will fidelity to Jesus Christ suffcr 
me to wink at or disguise, what I believe to be the true 
character of tbe system of popery pourtrayed in the 
word of God. Should I flauer any, directly or indi- 
rectly, in tbe belief, that the protestant testimoöy 
against the Church of Rome is not true; and should I re T 
c.ognize her as a true Church of Jesus Christ, when He 
qjccounts her idojatrous and apostate, piy charity would 
tfeserve the sejverest reprehension/ It would be mere 
courteous indifTerence, alike to His honor and to the 
eternal welfare of mV fellow men. 

And hcre I think It proper, to refer you to Dan n vii, 
2T4-26; 2 The&s., ii, 7-12; Tim.Jv, 1-2, and the 17th 
and 18th chapters of the böok.of Revelajtions, remafk- 
irig, only, v that you must/have. renounced tbe uniform 
Protestant exposiiion of the word of Gbd* before you 
pould have beeti betrayed into such gross inqonsistency, 
as to disown ancf renounce tbe whole illustrious Com- 
pany „of tbe protestant Churches of Scotland, France, 
Switzerland, Germany, Botan^ Hungary aridDenmark, 
atid In preferenceV make Iöve"tb .ttie Church of Rome. 
f ferify, I fear the resült, when 'alr ttils i4 done so heed- 
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lessly of thc'warning voice of God, "Come out of her 
my people, that ye may not be partakers of her sins, 
and that ye receive not of her plagues."' 

I feel deeply grieved for the cause of protestantism, 
by the avowals you have made; and, therefore, cannot 
resist the indination to present you, a very brief sketch 
of the church and priesthood, whose alliance you evi- 
dently would prefer to those of the reformed Churches, 
" Even Baronius would not deny, but confesses, that, 
in a succession of fifty Popes, there was not a pious 
man."* "John 22, was ä heretic and denied the irn- 
mortality of the soul; John 23, Gregory 12, and Bene- 
dict 13, were all popes and infallible heads of the Church 
at the same time, and the Council of Constance cashier- 
ed the whole of them as illegitimate. The Council of 
Basil convicted Pope Eugenius of schism and heresy. 
Pope Marcellinus äctüally sacrified to idols. Pope Li- 
berius was an Arian, and subscribed to that creed. 
Anastasius was e*communicated as a heretic by his 
own clergy. (Three names on your list.) Sylvester 
2d sacrificed to the devil. Formosus was promoted to 
the chair through perjury. Sergius 3J, caused his pre* 
decessors body to be dug out of the grave, its head cut 
off, and then flung into the Tiber. Boniface deposed, 
imprisoned, and then plucked put the eyes of his pre- 
decessor. In a word, many of the Popes have been 
ötheists, rebels, marderers, conjurors. adulterers, and 
Sodomites. 

Papal Rome has far exceeded in crime her Pagan 
predecessor. It ia not, therefore, to be wondered at> 
that th$ Pppes, ttough always assuming a new aajcne.- 

*8avlh'f]eeturtt, p~ 1«. * 
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yet, oever take thc name of Peter. It is a curious 
fact that they always shun it. Those who have re- 
ceived that name at the fönt, have always changed it 
when they reached the chair. They fear, that the 
name of Peter, would too plainly show their apostacy 
from the Apostle Peter's virtues ; and men would be 
I apt to exclaim, ' how unlike is Peter the Pope, to Peter 

the Apostle.'"* 

Your preference for such an alliance, and your re- 
fusal of ministerial intercourse with the ministry of 
Protestant churches, is a melancholy comment on the 
tendency pf your doctrine of " Apostolic succession," 
and whither, operatingon the love of consistency, it will 
carry you. I earnestly desire, and pray, that you may 
be kept uncontaminated by the delusions of " the false 
prophet," free Trom " the mark of the beast," and sep- 
arate from the communion of " them that worship his 
image." For I truly desire your own personal useful- 
ness, the advancement of your churches in holiness, 
and the whole weight of your influence, Station, office f 
labors, to be on the side of protestant christianity — and 
of the pure and noble principles, to whose successful 
Operation and vindication, we, as a nation, owe our 
glory and prosperity. 

* StcveM» fplrit of the Chorcta of Rome. 
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LETTER XIV. 

THE ANGLICAN SUCCESSiOX. 
RSV. AND DEAR SIR: 

The corrupt and vitiated Channel of ihe Romish 
church, rnight well render Episcopalians averse to tra*- 
cing the true line of Apostolic succession through it. 
It is therefore, not at all surprising, that so much de-- 
light and eagerness, should havebeen, of late, manifes- 
ted in attempting to find a new one. You teil us> that 
" it is generally supposed that St. Paul was the first 
messenger of truth who visited Great Britain." The 
evidence, you refer to, in proof of this supposüion, is 
the fact, that " this opinion was held at a very early 
period," and the remark of Clemens Romanus, A. D. 
70, " that the Apostle Paul traveled to the utmost 
bounds of the west." Which expression you say, on 
the authority of Theodoret and Jerome was " used to 
denote the British islands." On this slender founda- 
üon, you at one moment feel, that you can do no more 
tban merely raise the presumption, " that christianity 
was early introduced into these islands." And yet, in 
the very next, you say, that "the first records of the 
church, established there, show that it was organized, 
as all the churches were, by the Apostle, and in three 
Orders, with the Bishop as supreme. That the succes- 
sion was carried there by St. Paul, and. conti nued, as 
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you will see uninterrupted in tbe church." It is roy 
design, in tbis letter, to show that you have no founda- 
tion for such unqualified Statements. 

Stillingfleet declares " that by the loss of records of 
tbe British churches, we cannot draw down the suo 
cession of Bishops from tbe Apdstles times."* The 
Rev. Henry Carey says " we have no mention of Bi- 
shops in the British church, nor do we find any further 
Information on the subject at all, trntil theyeaf3I4.f 
Tbe Rev. E. Blöomäeld says, **on tbe aothority of 
the British triades, we are informed, that Caractacus, 
a valiant British prince, having been carried prisooer 
to Rome, found the gospel preached in that city ; »nd 
saw, in progress of time, Brennus and some others of 
bis family, converted to the Christian religion. On 
tbeir return to Britain, tbey esteemed themselves hap- 
py, in being permitted to bear such a prerious treasure 
to tbeir countrymen. They were accompanied, oo 
tbeir re turn, by several Christian teachers, among whom 
was Amiobulus, probably the same as is mentioned by 
tbe Apostle Paul, in bis epistle to tbe Corintbians.*J 
Even the tatest bistorian on tbis subject, Mr. E. Chur- 
too, whose book bas been republished in this country, 
and bigbly lauded by Bishop Ives, of North Caroli- 
na, does not adventure further than to say, it is % 
mere suppodtion, that eüher Paul was "hiraself in 
Britain, or that he sent some of the compauions of bis 
travels to make knowo on thcse shores the a$me of 
0hriaL'-'§ He finds none of tbe Records of which you 

«Offgines BvüMid«»» pp. 81-83. 

JThp ApostoUoal SuMossion in tbe ciwrch of En^bjod, p. 8. 
Jflist. of the Martyrs, p. 1. 
i^TJiiihrtrBÄ^h-Olire^pvlT. 
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speak.sa confidefttly, bot says, " the vvoes and persecu- 
tions which followed the first preaching of the gospel 
to Britain, have dvstroyed alt certain records of chris- 
tianity in these early times."* 

. The first iatroduction of the gospel to Britain, has 
been attributed to James, the son of Zebedee, whom 
Herod put to death, Acts, xir, 1 ; to Simon Zelotes, 
to Peter, to Joseph of Arimathea, as well as to Paul.f 
Nothing certain can be ascertained on this subject — 
yet on Theodoret'ß explanation of a phrase, used two 
hundred years before, you assert boldly, that Paul 
founded your Apostolic church in Britain!! Verily, if 
\ve are to believe things at this rate, there is nothing 
too absurd that we may not be persuaded, on the au- 
thority of a Bishop, to believe, 

Perhaps, however, your " first records of the church 
that was established there," do not go back quite so 
far, and you mean to be understood only to refer tq 
the fact, that " as early as the year 314, we have an 
accpunt of . the Council of Arles, and among those as- 
semWed, there were several Bishops from Britain. 
Also in the Council otSardica, in the year 347, and at 
ihe Council of Ariminium, in the year 359. This," you 
add, "is important testimony, going to show the early 
Organization of the church in Britain, and also that they 
iiad the true succession of the ministry, and that. the 
Bishops, (as the Apostles,) were the supreme rulecs in 
Ihe church." This is coming to a conclusion by too 
rapid a process. The fact, that there. were English 
Btshops at the synod of Arles, in 314, does not prove, 

*Thc Barly Engifoh, Churel), p. 10. 

t M «rdock'ft traaslaUon of Moabdni, I, p. 89. 
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thftt lh*y wero " Epidcopftl Btehops"--iK>r that the 
ßngtfah cfcurcb «urvived from the Am without iater- 
rtption— nor that yoü bave the trufc Aid of Aptetoticdi 
succession tbrough it. It is *f> fcos.y matter to 6cc*>utit 
for the appearänce of Bishop«, in the eouftcil of Arles» 
without admitting that Christian chufrches were theo 
ettfcting in England. Persee&tfon liad müde thetn fly. 
For Mr; Charten says, "ki the time of Diodesian, it 
pleased the Almighly to permit Ihö «fttise of truth, 
fbt the space of ten years, (A. D, 303> op to 314,) 
to tmdergo the most severe trial which the World bad 
ever known. Gildas, the earliest British historian, teils 
ös, that at tbis time, the Christian churches through- 
öut the World were levelled with the ground ; all the 
copies of the scriptures, which could any where be 
found, were burnt in the public streets, and the Priests 
öftd Bisbops of the Lord's house, were slaughtered, to- 
gether with their charge ; so that, in sotoe prötmces, 
not even a träce of chrfetianity remained.'** 

But, admitting, eilber that there vvfere Bishops resi- 
düig in England al the cioseof the Dioclesian persöcü* 
Üon, which Was not so severe there, as Jn otber pro* 
fftnces, or, that the persecuted and expatrräted ör füg?» 
tive Bishops, tvho escaped the sword, rettirned again, 
thei*e is direct and positive proof, that subsequefotiy, tito 
churches there, were utterly ruined. In the progWäs 
df th& fonrth Century, the her^sies of Ariu^ bttdaftäp- 
wards, of Petagins, oontributed to corrupt thfe AtitMh 
churches. St. Getfinain, Brehop of Auxettfcy afid iJI*. 
pe», Bishop of Troyes, froni {Jaul or Ftanbe, &t the tb- 
quest of the British Christians, visitcd thtfriitawd. At 

♦Theearly Engllslj church, p. '20. ' * • • ■» 
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tfräl tttne, there Mi>be no tiltägö dttircfatfe, Uat 4heir 
Bisbojtehad to preatsh, on sofrwi dceasfoits, in thestrccts, 
and in tbe öpen fields. Ahhougb ttris mission "was sikn 
cesäful in puHing down error — thö Brilons were ex-J 
posed to othertroobtes. A great portiön of their young 
men had been drawn away, by miiitafy etmscrfptions, 
te fight £or. diöerent pretenders to the throne of tbe 
then falling empire, most of whom »ever returned. 

A party of theutn settled in lüat part of France called 
Brittanyor Bretagne, from whom it received ils namo; 
where a dialect of the Welch, is »still spoken by tbe 
country people, and where a plac« of reftrge was af- 
fordeä,«fterwards, tothedistressedchristiansof Britain. 
Notwitbstanding, the Rönrons sent troops into Britain 
tili A. D. 426, and assisted the natives 4 * to build agairi 
the ^aH of the Emperor Severus, wbich eKlended 
aeross from the mouth of the Tyno to thaf of the Bsk, 
bfeyCnd Newcastle and Carlisle, as a protection against 
the Picts and Scots," yet these barbar-ian tribes madc 
bloody vnroacte, -while the Saxonö, frocn Gerniony, 
crossed over and oarried off spoii from tlvo uc&rest 
ähores* St. Germain #uecessfuüy resifrted tbese inva* 
slotis, ttnd äfdvjaed tbe Brilons td found monöst^ries to 
preäev*ö i*eHgion/ Notwfohstaödiogail the JaudabJ« 
äffofU -fcfradä to pteäörVe retigfo*v "-ft-w impo$siM6, ri 
frajs JÜri Gbnrtftn, "-to jtnd *ny tMng thore disdslrmt; 
ikan the tiatz öf Biifäk at Ms tifim. A famirtc tiai 
Miofred 'the iiftVBgesof thefKötsafri Scotts then «NM 
k 'W%öity>Mi*hsmg the titäiwdtiefoi dntt th$ Romafc 
lM<k>tts, those who fcad fcv&d'frhh (bc'Romöf^in tböft 
cities, and learnt their language, were Gut ©ff alurost 
to a man." ,»■--..•-. 
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"Wbttc they ufere in thia. State %of weakneaa, 4he 
Picts and Scots reluraed ; and the sad and sufferiog 
people of South Rtitain, with Votttgern tbeir peioee, 
resolyed to invite the Saxons, A. D. 440* From this 
time, chriatianity begaa to disappear from tbe mosjt im- 
portantand fruitful provinces of Britein. As the Sax- 
ons founded, one alter another,. their petty kingdoms, 
they destroyed the churches, and the pries ts fled be- 
fore them"* — spme to Brittany and*aome to Wales, 
A long interval of heathen darkness 1 now followed, 
and coDtinued nearly 150 years, tili .Augustine, A. D. 
496, came as the missionary of Pope Gregory the great, 
and sueeeeded in the conversion of king Ethelbert, and 
in the introduetion of Christianity, "The peculiar 
form of this religioo," says Mr. Turner, " which Gre- 
gory and Augustineintrodtfced, wasofcourse that Sys- 
tem which Rome then possessed."t Tbe papäcy had 
been distiactly and characterisücally developed, in its 
odious features. 

With all your boast, therefore, about the Anglican 
Church, it is through the Channel of Rome* by Augus- 
tine, that you must trace your Episeopalpowers, The 
first seven of the prelates of Canterbucy, " w,ere Ital- 
ians or foreigaers." T.wenty-nine Arch-bishops of the 
Churcji. of England, between the 7th and löth centu- 
ries were qrdaiaed,- direct by the Pope, or by the 
Pope's legate. The ArcJ^biahop ojf York, Chicheley, 
was ordajned by Gregory the 12th, one of the three 
JPopesat thüt.time c.onten4ing for the tiaca, who »rere 
all of them deposecj- Qut of thirty-six Arch-biahopi of 

*TtMtnrtyEogUsh6hi]rcli, p.30. < 

t Toraer'i hitfory of the Anglo-Suofi«, I, p. 931. 
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Ceoterbory prior to Cranmer, twrfv^ k*d beeö «onte- 
craied by the Pope».* The Atiglica» soccession ife ideft» 
tioal with that ot Rome, which Strllingfteet says "isas 
muddy as the Tiber itseH?' I aek, then, with all kmA* 
ness, though wounded with. euch boa9tingsj hovr long 
are we to be trifled with, and inswfted, by the^empty 
flourishes of prelatfcäl writers, and be challcnged to 
produce a flaw in the long line of desoent, aiid boast- 
fully told that you have the liste of yoor Bishöps .from 
the earltest to the present times ? We point yoa— to 
the flaw in the rery finrt link in Linos— to the flaw in 
bis suecessor — to the flaw in the first link of the Angin 
can succession— to the wide gap of heathenism which 
followed the destruetion of the English Churches— to 
the deposed Pontiffs and Bishops, whose former eccle- 
siastical aets were declaretd invalid; and we say there 
is nothing but a flaw in it from beginning to end. It 
is a vein so replete with faults, as to render it unprofi- 
table and useless to work in it. 

You say " the old British Church was not established 
by, nor placed under any foreign eoclesiastica! power/' 
and you quote, accprdingto Füller, in proof of tbe'fact, 
the rejecüon of the proposition, of Augustine, by the 
Arch-bishop of Cambria, with seven Bishops and other 
clergy, "made to bring the Catholic Church of Britain 
under the Roman Bishop." Yet, in the next breath, 
you acknowledge tbat "the British Church, the true 
Catholic Church, of which the Episcopal Church is a 
part, (your language here, needs some explanation,) 
was yforctd, by the civil authority* into Submission, and 
by degreea, lost her independence." In proof of tbta, 

•£*e €»ry on tb* ArotfoH* ««Mealito, p. 18, f» g««to4 in Soj*» kctnitf, f K 
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you quote Blaekstone's remarks about thb island of 
Gjreat Britain, and the relation of its civil authoritibs, 
11 the Anglo-Saxoa dynastiea," and u William the Con- 
querer," to the Roman Pontiff. The island of Great 
Britain, and the civil authorities are not the Church and 
Bishops. You might have adduced abundance of much 
more pertinent proof than this, of the subjection of the 
English Church to the Roman Pontiff. 

But let us, for a moment, look at the attempt of Au- 
gustine to bring, what you call, the British Church, 
into subjection to the Pope« One would suppose, from 
the way in which you speak, that he found Churches 
in that part of England where he was established aa 
Arch-bishop of Canterbury — in the dominion of Ethel- 
bert — in Kent and Essex — and that you have identified 
the English Church, through which you trace your 
succeasion, with the old British church. I will not 
say, whether you neglectcd to advert to the history of 
the country or not; but your language makes the im- 
pression — and your argument is cvidently constructed 
accordingly — that the old British church, which re- 
jected Augustinc, and refused to come under the do- 
minion of the Pope, but was gradually afterwards sub- 
dued, was your proper ancestor. Were you not aware, 
that Augustine's oak was on the bank of the Severn, 
in Wales, and that the Arch-bishop of Cambria, and 
the seven Bishops, which Augustine endeavored to 
bring over to the See of Rome, were Welch Bishops 1 

The British Christians, and the Bishops of the Low- 
land country, fted before the Anglo-Saxons. St. Samp- 
son* Biahop of York, fied to Brittany, in France, wherp 
many British Christians found sfaeher j white others 
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sought it in the mountain regioiis. Mr. Charten says, 
that " the last British Bishops, Theonas, of Londoti, 
and Thadioc, of York, retreated with the remwant of 
theirßocks ioto Wales."* The pagan Saxons, having 
overrun all the lowlarid part of the country, the saints 
whose memory is honored in Wales, and St. Columba, 
in the north, were the only remaining Fathers of the 
church of Britain. 

St ColüMba was frorti onie of St Patrick'smonas- 
teries, Durrogh, in Ireland, who, in A. D. 563 or 565, 
sailing from the west of Ireland, landed on the island 
of I, afterwards called lona or IcolumkilJ, one of the 
western isles. He was of the Cufdees, and established 
monasteries, which might, more properl y* be termed 
Colleges, and which Dr, Jamieson has shown, were?, in 
fact, the seminaries of the church, both in North Bri- 
taip and in Ireland. 

Before you can identify your Anglican succession, or 
English church, — which commences with the mission 
of Augustine, A. D. 596— with the old British church* 
es, existing anterior to the Anglo-Saxon invasion, and 
which had been utterly swept from North Britain, you 
must show how you obtained the succession of which 
you bpast through the churches of South Britain, 
eitHer from the Welsh Bishops, or from the Guldees* 
-When, and how, it became incorporated with the Ro- 
man succession, through the line of Augustine, so as to 
preserve the British succession, you have not showiK 
-Ydu have, höwever, admitted, that the old British 
«htirch was subdued, so that from the sixth to the six» 
-teenth Century, she was in a state of vassalage, when 

•The early EogUah Church, p. 33, ' * " 
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ooly, " »he had the power of throwing off the foreign 
yoko imposed on her" — a stränge acctmnt indeed of a 
churcb, whose Bishops you boast have had the power 
of Christ' s earthly Headship transferred to them ! 

"Is it not a matter of indubitable certainty, that, 
from the seventh to the fifteenth Century, the Arch- 
bishops x>f Canterbury, and of York, as well as seve- 
ral of the Bishops, were, in general, consecrated by 
the Pope or his Legates! From A. D. 668 to 1414, I 
find no fewer than 17 Arch-bishops of Canterbury thus 
consecrated ; and from 1119 to 1342, I find 12 Arch- 
bishops of York, indebted soleiy to Rome for all the 
gifts they conferred on others."* 

An Itaiian Bishop, Birinus, was placed at Dorches- 
ter, out of which see, afterwards, were that of Witt- 
ehester, and others at Leicester, and Sidnacester, sup- 
posed to be Stow at this day, which were removed to 
Lincoln. The first five Arch-bishops of .Canterbury, 
were all Italians. The Scottish Bishops of Li ndisfarne 
exerted a more efficient influence, to introduce chris- 
tianity among thepeople, and its rapid progress, was e*- 
«pecially owing to the disciples of Columba, the Gai- 
dees. The Roman Bishops, the disciples of August 
tibe and Pauli nus, objeoted to their Ordination, aod a 
Council was held, A. D, 664, on the subjeet. Wilfrid 
eootended for the rule of Italy and France. Being ap- 
potnted to the bishopric of York, he: refused to reoesv* 
Ordination from the Scottish Bisfaopa ©f Liadisfarae or 
Litehfield, and tber* being, öO Arch-bwhop at Canter- 
i»ry, and Roxbury being vaeau^ite ateaiaed fr fa» 
AgiU^rt, at Pari». Clpad m* vMta4W»tNM <ou» 

•Powell on Apos. 8nc, lec xil, p. IM. 
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crated Bishop of York» two Welsh Bishops Jiaving a«- 
sisted at Iiis Ordination. On the return of .Wilfrid from 
France, finding his see occupied, he stayed. in Kent, 
'yvhere there was no Bishop, and ordained Priests, ti]l 
Theodore, thq Pope's primqte of England, urged Chad 
to be reordained, to which he consented, and soon af~ 
t^r retired from his bishopric. Wilfrid then entered 
on the dulies of the see ? and after havjng been twice 
deposed, was restored, and i-s said to have left sojne 
thousands of , Monlts mithin thp bounds of his Diocese» 
divided first into the sees of York and Hexham, and 
afterwards into four. Jlipon and Landisfarne being ad- 
ded, and a fifth which ,lay. in Scotland, at Abercorn, or 
Wbithern in Galloway.* 

Under Theodore and Wilffid, Rorae triumphed: 
The Welsh Christians were not evenallowed toreceive. 
the sacraraent with the Eugljsh, unless. they confor- 
med. Of the former Mr. Churton says," he found the 
church divided, he left it united ; he found it a mission- 
ary church (not as you say the old British church) 
scarcely fixed in more than, two principal provinces ; 
(that mission having commenced with Augustine) he 
left it, what it will ever be^ while the country remains 
in happiness and freedom, the established church of 
England."! . This is a ^verydjfferent account of the 
Apostolical succession, from yours. It i$ given by the, 
raost jrecent and undisputed Episcopal aqthority. You 
cannot, therefore, disconnect yourself from Rome> 
Through that Channel mu^t you trace your line of Apos- 
tolical succession. 

*See Churton'« Bariy Engliih Cbordm»^ T&gf. 
tChnrton'i Barly English CJhurcü, pp. 75-4. 
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Here, then, I might pass at orice to coosider the. 
Claims to '* Apostolic succession," advanced fo? the 
Bishops of the Reformed Protestant Episcopal Church 
of England. But I have a word or two to say yet t 
aböirt ** the old British Church." Upon the revolution 
in Northumbria, which raised Oswald to the throne, 
as " Lord of Britain," be obtained a Bishop from the 
Scotch Churches, and, as Mr. Churton says, establish- 
ed him on " the Island of Lindisfarne, on the coast of 
Northumberland, near to Bambrough, his own royal 
seat, Ä. D., 635. This was the first foundation of the 
bishopric of Durham."* 

This Scottish missionary, Aidan, a monk of Iona, of 
the mohastery of St. Columba, was followed by raany 
other Scottish monks and priests, who were called 
Culdees, (quasi eultores Dei 9 ) from their great piety 
and devotion. They were Presbyters, who had their 
Superintendent, and who' was designated Bishop, but 
belonged to the same order. The Council of Ceale- 
hythe, held A. D., 816, decreed that no Scotch priest 
should perform any funetion in England, and the rea- 
son assigned was, their want of Metropolitan Bishops, 
their cöntempi of other orders, and the couneif s igno- 
ranee of the nature of their ordination.f Their Bi- 
shops, or the rectors of their severai cells, i. e. Colle- 
ges, were chosen and ordained, by the members of 
these soeieties; 

Dr. Jamieson'thlnks, and with every äppearance of 
reason, thaf, while residlng in their monasteries, an<)L 
töaehing tbose around them> when an öpportunity oc- 

* Earty EogUsfr Ohurch, p. 65. 

t See Rees* EBcyctopadls, Ask CtaMjq* . 
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carred, without having a fixed charge, they were cal- 
led Presbyters, but that when sent %o a particular 
charge, in the Pastoral relationalen they were called 
Bishops.* The character of their government, and 
the nature of their Ordination, have been subjects pf 
dispute, with the mcrits of which, I am not immediatq- 
ly concerned. It is enough for me simply (o state the 
fact, in order to show, that if you claim, that the An- 
glican succession does not flow through the Roman 
Church, but from the old British Chgrches, founded by 
the Culdees, it is, in the language of Stillingfleet, " as 
muddy" as the other, We are not sufEciently credu- 
lous to swallow down all that prelatical writers would 
have us takefor'granted on this subject^ Proof must be 
produced. Every fink must be shown, historically,.to 
be genuine and firßir There must be no inferences or 
admissions about it — where such a prodigious claim is 
ässerted. Till this is done, we insist upon being treat- 
ed with less; arroga nee ; and recommend a little more 
modesty, less of the spir.it of exclusiveness, and of pro- 
selytism, less noisy laudations of the Episcopal church, 
and of her true line of Apostolical succession, and more 
of that charity and cordial fraternal intercourse, that 
will eecure a reciprocation of fellowship, and co-opera- 
tion with the ministry of other denominations, and in? 
terchange of ministerial offices, which we are ever 
ready to extend, even io those who$e claims, never- 
theless, we regard as preposterqus, but .whom we greet 

as brethren beloved, for the Masters' sake. 

. . • .. « > * - 

, Take the line of your succession^ then, eitber way t 
it is but a rope of sand. and will not bear the terrible 

♦Tbe Chriaüaa Magazine for 18«, ©f Am. Ref. B/n. of itf. V., v. I, p. 107. 



244 

weight of consequences you attach to it. . It runs for 
a thousand years, more or less, through tbe Channel of 
an idolatrous and apostate church. "The Orders of 
the English prelatic Church, being derived from Rome," 
aa Mr. Smyth says, with great truth and force, " are 
tess than nothing and vanity. Her whole unbroken 
line of prelatic succession, idolized as it is, is what the 
Apostle defines other idols, qtrite as rationally worship- 
ped by their Winded devotees, a mere nothing in the 
world. Even in the fullness of its boasted suprema- 
cy, it is in straits ; and when brought to the test of his- 
torical investigation, it perishes in the fire of probation, 
and is thus shown to be the bay, wood, and stubble, 
which cannot endure the breath of this fierv furnace."* 

It is by no means a pleasant task, to float along this 
turbid Channel, for the waters grow thicker and foulery 
the further we proceed : but the claims you assert, are 
so lofty, and have been advanced so boldly, that we 
are compelled to it. You have your succession from 
an apostate church. For up to the time of the reform- 
ation, the Roman and Anglican churches were, asfaras 
England is concerned, identical. The Roman Church 
was branded by the English reformersas anti-christian y 
hereticat, and idolatrous. As such she could not transfer 
the true fine of Apostolical succession, for she had it not 
herseif. Admit her to be ä true church, and the Church 
of England is schismatical, and all her Orders null and 
vöid, for Rome excommunicäted her. Take it either 
way, and the succession fails.f 

Or, say you, that she did but throw off her allegiance, 
to the Pope, and thus become independentt Then, I 

*Leeturei on Apoa. Öac.; p. 909. 

tSco PjOmcr, t. I, , . _ 
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a&k, how was this done ? It was by the king's •' compeW 

mg ail the Bishbps within his reuhn, to takeout commis- 

sions from bim. Henry VIII, and his delegates or Heu* 

tenaittrin the Episcöpai office, it has been weil said, 

stand, for the:eveYkreting honor and consolation of aH 

Irue charcbmen, between you at*d the Apostles. The 

supremacy of the king was substi tute d fot that of the 

Pope. This was a fundamental principle in the refor-i 

Bastion ki the Chorch of Engtand* That Church was 

founded ön it at ffrsl, and not oa scripture authority 

OrDivine Institution, and there it remain* s&itled to 

this day. One of the last Statutes of the reign of Henry 

Vttl, (37, Hen. VIH, ehsfp* !7,>decfares i that "Arch- 

bishops, Bißhops, Arch*deacons, and other ecclesiasti- 

cal persons, have no manner of Jurisdiction ecclesiastieal 

bot by, under, and frbm bis royal majesty ; and that 

his tflajesty is thevnly suprtme head of the Church of 

Englahd and Ire] and ; to whöm, by höiy scripture, all 

artihctrity i and power is voholiy given to hear and deter- 

raine all manner of eauses ecdesiastiöal, andto correct 

all nramier öf heresifcB, errors, vices, and sins whatev- 

er> and to ailluch persona as his majesty «hall appoint 

thereun to/ r * Arch^bkitep« Cranmer ön the death of 

Henry VIII, thought the exercjse of his own Episcopal 

authority ended with the hrte king's life, and therefore* 

wouTd not act as^Arch-bishop, tili he had a newcommis- 

man from kmg Edward *VI. This shows the soutce of 

Episcopal power, as understöod by the fathers of the 

reforroed Church of England. Through this " disor- 

deriy" Channel, flows your succession. It comes down 

as Mr. Newman, one öf the Oxford Tractators says, 

through a series of " troubles and disorders," and in 
21* 
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Henry VHl, ftß*r bering bean e*tir*)y bw*en efl; 
tiarts from tbe aet of parliam«&t, ; and the tiomtniasie» 
of theking!* 

Under Edward VI, tbe refOrmatiori, wbich had be-» 
gun io the king's headehip-power or seprtmacy, wa» 
oarried on, by tbe . samt aethority . Tbe reformers of 
that day, " belie?ed but twe. ordert of cftttiadbRC*, i» 
holy scriptare, vns: Biihopa and Deacem } and c0De£» 
quently, that Bishops aad Pries«, were büt difiereat 
raaks, er degree» of the sasse order/' and " ihey gave 
the right band of fellowahip to foreign churches, and 
minister $ tkat had not betn ordmaed by Bishops; tbere 
benigne dispute about röordiriation, in order to any 
ohurch profermeat, tili the ktter end.of queen Büza- 
btMs feign."t 

Upon the acctsstpii of Mary to the throne» ose ef her 
first acts, was to shut up all proiestaot pülpits, and to 
forbid all preaebtog withoat special liefcnse« : A thieJk 
storm soon gathered round tbe reformers. More ihan 
eigbt hundred retired to foreign per ts, and asaottg them 
were five Bishops, five Deans, four Artifcdeafxn», arid 
above fifty doctors rf divinity, GrindAl, Jeiwel, Sandys, 
Reynolds, <fcc.,&a, wbo becaito fatmous afterward in 
Efeabeth's reign. Popery trinmphed, Lady Jaikfc 
Grey, Arch-bishop Cranmer* aäd Bishops . Ridtey and 
Latimer, were ejtecnted. Cardinaj Pole, wbo iiands 
in yeur " trije line of snenession/' arrived* as the Pope's 
legate, commjssionedtp reeeive. tbe Jungdom of Engv 
lai)d, inte tbe. bosom of tbe Catjtfrite Cfmreh, ander tbe 
Pope, as their Supreme Pastort Both hauset of pais 

•See NewiDw» «n RöWaM«*VPP. *17, 416, $4, 43t< 
tNeal's Hist. ofParitans, v. I, pp. 123-24, 
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ütment» presented, to theking and queerv their präyer 
for them to intereede witb t he Cardinal; which was 
dofte, and haVlng enjoined it on tbem for penance* *o 
rcpfcal cdrtain obnoxfcms law«, in the Pope's name, he 
granted them a fuff absalotion, which fhey receited on 
Ibeir knees» and theo absoived tbe realm from all cen* 
sufes. -Strype says of Pole, u hs wholiy ItaManized,' 
asd retnroed ioto England, endowed with a nature 
Foreign and fier'ce, and was tbö v«*y jmttgääh an© 

SCOtJROS OF THE ENGklSB*"* 

Bonner, Bbhop of London, pursoed tbe Woody work, 

urged on by king and queeit ; and torrents ßowed, tili, 

by Elizabeths accession to tbe throne* " a new sucees- 

sion was introdüced," not by the atrtbority of Heaven, 

bul by the plenipotentiary aulhotiiy of awoman, who, 

aithough prohibited by Heaven to rate in the Church at 

«II, became "nrbiter of truthand sovereign lord; a* well 

of the lives and goodg, a*$ of the souls and consciences, 

of the peoplei So far, this absokite spiritual despötfem, 

was in hartaony with what tbe Church had long ad* 

milted. Tbe ohly Innovation consisted, in transferring 

irresponsiWe charch power, from spiritual, to secula^ 

band*. The page of history presents no parallel h> 

itance of /rightfal and tngentoaa tyrannyJ't . 

. Elizabeth assumed supreanäcy in the C&UFch, and 

prohibited ad inteiim, all preaehing. Tbe pariiatnent*— 

Bisbopa voting agäinsi it— »having put the power of äp* 

p&nting Blsbops inte her band«, restored tbe supiema- 

cy to her» and aanulled What had been done by Mary 4 

AU tbe Biahops , except Dr. Krtchen of Landaff, refus* 

*Neal't htttory of porHan», p. 438. 
tßpixiUiftldeepotiBm, p.271 r Am.«d* \ » • 
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ed the oath of supremacy, and retired fronv tbeir sees, 
which retnained for some time vacairt, to see if axry 
more of the fourteen would conform. Nothing would 
move them. At length, after twelve months, Dr. Mat- 
thew Parker, who Stands next to Pole, in your "trae 
Kne of succession," was consecrated Arch-bishop of 
Caoterbury, at Lamheth, by some of the Bishops that 
bad been deprived, in the Jäte reign, for notone of the 
present Bishops would officiate."* " The whole chain 
of the present Anglican sticcession, hangs the«, upon 
the validity of Areh-Wshop Parker' s congecratiön. 
Now, he was ordaifted byüota Single prdateof tkean- 
ctent British: töne; bot by foor English Bishops/ who 
had been consecrated in the reign of Edward the VI~ 
whose timeE were füll of uncahonkaj proceedings — 
who were afterward s deposed in the reign of Queen 
Mary, by that very Church, on whose authority the 
$uccessic& depends^-and had" netfer been restored — 
that is to say, Barlow,Scory, Co verdate, and Hodg- 
kin s. Kitchen, the orily remnant of the ancient British 
line, thougfa appoiftted to do so, yet did not in fact, as- 
sist at the consecration of Parier. "f Parker after« 
wards consecrated fourteen Bishops, the validity of 
whose Ordination, Hke that of bh own, was denied, and 
disputed, at the time, tili eight years after, parliament 
fotmd it hecessary, to pass an actj confirming the va- 
lidity of bis own consecration, and that of the Bishops 
ordained by him,§ Thö queen gäve out her injrae- 
tions, and appointed her lay visitors, with power to de- 
prive or suspend ckirgymea deemed unworthy, and 

* Neal'f hisiory of purttani, v. 1. p. 181. 
t Smyth's lecturea, p. 211. 
' NeaPs hiatory of purttans, v. I, p. 18». ..»■•. 
8Eliz.,l.e. 
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the result was, that out of 9,400 parochral beneficcs, 343 
clergymen had quitted their livings, and among theno 
were 14 Bishops (all) and 3 Bishops elect, &c, 
. Such is your boasted succession in the ki 'true line" of 
the English church. : We claim a truceforever, againsf 
all such b&seless. pretensions to an unbroken line of 
true Apostolic succession. The Roman, and the dis- 
senter, and eyery one eise acquainted with the history 
of the times, and of the English Church, as given even 
by.prelatical writers themselves, will smile at such 
stateraents as the following, given. hy you as oracular. 
"The church continupA until she had the power of 
throwing off the foyeign yoke imposed upon her." The 
Church had nothiög tp do with it.. It was king, queen 
and parliament did the whole of it, and " to the prcsent 
day (1835) the English establishment, says Mr. Tay- 
lor, a zealous Episcopalian too, has not relieved itse.lf 
of the humiliations that restilted from the surrender, it 
h^d first made, of its independence tp the civil magis» 
träte."* Yet, directly, in the face of bistory, you say* 
" this power was exercised in the 16ih Century, and 
her Bishops, Cranmer, Latimer and Ridley, who had 
the regulär Apostolic succession, (broken, rauddy, an4 
through an apostate and .idolatrous Church, ns we hfrvfc 
shown,) abandoncd the errors introduced iato her bo* 
som, and brought out from the rubbish of ages, theokt 
British Church of St. Paul, the ypue Cathomc Church, 
which ever since, like the polar $tar, ha* gtfided raany 
a temptest-tost soul, to the haven of eteroaJ fest« They 
did qot leave the Church, ox establish a äetr Church, 
they continued in it, and diffuaed tbroughout every patt 

* Spiritual deapolltm, p. 370. 
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+f U, thc life and tight of the gospel of the Son of God." 
You mean, nö doubt, the above named Bishops, and 
yet they took tbeir commissions from the king, and 
twore ailegiance to a secular, instead of a spiritüal 
head ! and were eventually deposcd and executed, by 
the very authorities whom tbey renounced ! " But," 
you continue, "those who clung to the Bishop of 
Rome, set up another Church — it is true, havmg an 
Apostolic ministry, but in a State of schism. From the 
former Church, we received our ministry." This is 
such perfectfy new Information — such wondeffal light 
thrown upon the history of the English Church, 'that I 
presume all your inquisitive readers, will be just as 
anxious as t am, to be referred to your authorities. 

In my next letter, I shall noticc the origin and his- 
tory of the Anglo* American succession. In the meah 
tirne^ I subjoin the foHowing extract from fc recent pab- 
Hcation in Scotland,* to show, that others entertain 
like fears with myself, and how utlerly absurd is the 
pretension to Apostolic succession, derived through the 
Scottfeh Channel : 

"If Popery be destined to assnme for a seasoii, its 
old ascendency, it will be found that the Episcopalian 
controvtersy will s^vell mlghtily into impoHance, during 
at leöst the earlief stages of its rise. It is more thari 
probable that ön thisold battle field, will the war of 
outposts ifr the great struggfe, have to be carried on. i} 
' " It is a cumous and impbrtatit fact, that, for a period 
of nearly forty yeatrs— fröm the appoihtment of the 
Wckan Biebops. in 1572, trfttil after the meeting Öf the 
Angeibai General AssemWy, iä 1610— the rite öf ör- 

* The WUnen, of April », 1643, Edinburgh. 
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dinöüon, as practiced both in the ßnglish Churoh, aod 
among our Scottish Episcopalians of later times, had 
no existence in Scotland. Our Bishops, tried by the 
only Standard recognized as legitimate now, were all 
-unordained Bishops, In other words, they were not 
Bishops — not ecclesiastiqs evan. The old Popisb Hne 
had been suffered to die out -in Scotland — the last of 
the number, James Beaton* Arch-bisbop of Glasgow, 
had closed a long and useless life, the very year in 
which James had ascended the throne of England ; 
and no Scolch Bishop of the Reformed faith, seems to 
have so much as. suspected tbat the race passing into 
extinction, wer© in the possession of any virtue wbtqh 
they could have communicated to their successors. As 
in the case of cattle infectcd by cow pox, ere the dis- 
covery of vaccination, no heed had been taken to the 
valuable matter which they had carried about with 
ihem — it was suffered to dry up accordingJy ; and so 
in 1610, seven years after the accession of James, 
when, thiough the medium of tbe court, the high church 
notion had insinuated itself into the kingdom, it was 
found necessary to export the ichor from England." 
"It was once held that the toad, 

" All loothsome though it be, and venomous, 
Dld bear a precious jewel in its hcad." 

And certainly, had the jewel been there, the belief 
would have insured its discovery. But what gem-hun- 
ter now thinks of mining into toads' heads in quest of 
jewels % Wherever eise one may dig for them, no one 
ever thinks of digging for them there. It so happen- 
ed, as we have shown, that in the days of our earlier 
Episcopalians, there prevailed a belief regarding Pope- 
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ry, anelogous to our modern belief regarding toads. 
Protestantism in Scotland never once drcamcd that 
augbt so precious as the ' Apostolic succession/ could 
be borrowed from the bcast. It knew much of the ve- 
nom inherent in it; but it was quite unaware of the 
gern — nay, it went farther, it decided, like our modern 
naturaJists, in the casc of the toad, that there was no 
gem. It acted as if there was none — it asserted in the 
Confession of its Faith, that there was none ; and 
Episcopacy, by way of beiflgparticularly orthodox, re- 
peated the assertion — nay, affirmed in the very words 
of Knox, that • linealdescent,* however certain it may 
be, is no mark of the ' trew kirk.' ' We affirm,' says 
the Confession of Paith, by which, for nearly half ä 
Century, our Bishops professed to hold, * we affirm that 
the notes, signs, and assumed tokens, whereby the 
imrhaculate spouse of Christ Jesus is known from the 
horribte harlot, the kirk malignant, are neither antiqui- 
tie, title usurped, lineal descent, place appointed, hör 
multitude of men approving an error. 1 
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LETTER XV. 

ANGLO-AMERICAN SUCCESSIQN. 

Rrv. and dear sim 

I shall delay to examine but one more broken link, 
in your ttue line of Apostolic succession, and that is, 
the Angh-Amervcan Episcopal Church. " At the period 
of our civil revolution," you say, " the Episcopal 
Church in the colonies, was under the care of the 
Bishop of London. An ecclesiastical revolution also 
took place, and the Church renounced all foreign Juris- 
diction." Your Episcopal Churches, both in England 
and America, it would seem, always follow in the wake 
of civil and political revolutions. Strange sort of Head- 
sfrip power must that be, which is so easily and inva- 
riably disturbed by a political revolution. In your 
Churches, by your own confession, Christ's transferred 
power has been made subordinate to kings and queens 
and revolutions ! We are happily exempt from such 
catastrophes, knowing no supreme power in our Chur- 
ches, but that of Jesus Christ now in Heaven, our sole 
supreme Head and Lawgiver. He must be blind in- 
deed, who reads Bishop White's memoirs of the Epis- 
copal Church of the United States, and does not see 
how formidable were the embarrassments with which 
the American Episcopal Church had to contend— all 
growiog out of the Episcopal headship power« 

22 
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You speak of it as a matter of course, " tbat tbe 
Charch in America" — I widerstand you as speaking 
only of tbe Episcopal Churcb, for it is not tbe fact in 
reference to Presbyterian and other Churches, and I 
enter my protest against your use of such language, as 
tbough the Episcopal w$s oll " tbe Cburch in Ameri- 
ca," which— " was left without a Bishop." You ad- 
mit, that the Episcopal Church was left "without the 
Apostolic succession," just as Queen Bess's Church 
had been, by the revolution in her day. " B»t," you 
say, "God's promise was still recorded — the Churcb of 
Christ could not be destroyed," $nd the proof of it, you 
cite in the Episcopal Ordination of certain worthy di- 
vines of these United States. Why, sir, God's promise 
would not have faüed, nor his Churcb bave been de- 
stroyed, if neither these gentlemen, nor any other, had 
ever been ordained "Episcopal Bishops." I notice 
tbis, merely to show, how incidentally you betray the 
opinions you cherisb, that none but churches having 
Episcopally ordained ministers, are a part of the true 
church of Christ. 

You inform us, that " the Rev. §a,nauel Seabury, an 
ejpquent defender. of the faith, early received the 
4.pqstouc Office from the church in Scotland — and 
that eminent servant of Christ, Willian* White, tben a> 
Presbyter in Pennsylvania, and Samuel Provoosi, a 
Presbyter of New York, repaired to th« mother churqb 
ia England», and received from the itands of her Bishops, 
the Apostolic succession, (sijch as it w^s, I add,)-*awl 
wijth James Madisoi^ of Virginia, wbo alpo rqqeivjed 
the Apostolic office ftorn tbe Engüsh Churclj, hay*. 
continued it dQ.wn t{jffp«gh tho diflfere^ ßi$bpB9 f .sf)RCfi, 
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consecrated to thät office — and now, thronghout the 
lenglh and breadlh of the iand, ihe Gospcl of Christ is 
proclaimed through the Church. and by an Apostolic 
ministry." 

I say nothing of the spirit which such, language 
breathes. I am no judge of the hoart, and havc there- 
fore carefully and conscientiously guarded against any 
impcachment of your motives, or the usc of a single 
epithct that would convict nie of unkind and offensive 
Personalities, much less, of " railing," or a persecaling 
spirit. I have, indced, addressed you personally, and 
used great plainness of gpeech in anaiyzing your argu- 
ment, and in trying the strengt« of your logic. 

This, I have been induced to do, not as a criticism 
of your sermon, but becauso it has affbrded a suitable 
occasion for the examination of the Claims of Episcopa- 
cy. I perceived that you had endeavored to work in- 
to your discourse, in a populär form, the general ränge 
of argument, in the discussions which have been had 
on this subject, and tlierefore, in addressing you per- 
sonally, I have meant not to single you out as an indi- 
vidual, but to regard you as the representative of Epis- 
copaoy, 

I mean not to rcproach therefore, but I m 1 
that the language, which you, in common wilh 
cal writers, hold about your Apostolical suc 
and (he manner in which you have presented i 
jeet, whaterer proof to the contrary may ha 
given to you, is to me, and to many of my bi 
both clericai and lay, as " unkind and offensiv 
you had openly slandered us and called us o 
aaöss imfobtohs. The dagger dipped in oil 
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fess the dagger still. I have trted to understand it 
applying only to your own Episcopal ministry, but 
cannot perceive that such an exclusive reference or 
particular explanation will at all comport with your 
argument or language. If your suspicions or fears of 
" gross impostors," implied in your hypothesis referred 
to, are meant to be confined to your own sect, be it so* 
Certainly there is ground for them, when there are tbose 
among you, calling ihemselves Apostles. We have no 
such pretenders, and are therefore, happy to be exempt 
from them, and to know, that we are not the objectof 
them. If ihis be not the true meaning, but you intended 
to include your mi nisters with those of other dcnorninfe- 
tions,.it does nothelp you. For, Episcopal Ordination and 
Apostolic succession — the things you say you have— ~ 
are the very things from the want of which by others r 
you argue and affirm that they are gross impostors. 
Possibly you may have had fears and suspicions, that in 
asserting the high claims you did, you, and those witb 
you, who insist upon being Apostles of Jesus Christ, in 
regulär linear succession, endowed with Christ's head- 
ship power, subjected yourselves to the charge of be- 
ing reputed "gross impostors," if you failed to prove 
by sound conclusive argument, the positions youadvan- 
ced. If Ulis be the fact, I greatly respect your fears» 
and only regret that you shouldhave ventured to give 
your argument tili you had so conclusively settled the 
Apostolic character of your office, that your own mind 
should have been enlirely relieved, from them and from 
the suspicions they are so apt to engender. 

You certainly are not able to make out your case, so 
pfoinLy, arid to prove your Apostolic succession so con* 
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ehmvely *s tobe entitted to appropria te, to your Episco» 
pal societies, the appellation of tue chübch, a$ though 
thtji were exclusively such in these United States. 

Bishop Seabury's Ordination, Coming through the 
Scotch line, has beeh pronounced invalid. . It is essen* 
tial to a valid Ordination, according to the sacramental 
yiews vou advocate, that it should have been valid lv 
received and delivered. Where there has been doubt 
an the subject, it has been judged that " they ought 
certainly to be conferred again."* This principle you 
yourself recognized* and actedon, when you disowned 
your Presbyterian haptism,. and was Episcopally re- 
baptized* " The divine grace or commission is believed 
to be only given perfeclly, to those Jawfully ordain- 
ed."t I will not State the different departures from 
the canpns, in matters of form, which invalidate Ordin- 
ation ; but merely remark— that that Ordination has 
been judged invalid, where the person ovdained Bishop, 
had not been previously ordained a Deacon and a 
Priest; that is, Ordination per saltum does not convey 
the grace— and that tbe wan£ of Episcopal baptism also 
isan essend al defect."j: 

Other things have been judged aJ#o to invalidate 
Episcopal consecra^ony which I need not notice. 

Dr. Campbell^ says, that the Ordination of our pre- 
sent Scotch Episcopal clergy is solely from Presbyters. 
Men, who, according to your Episcopal doctrine of 
Apostolic successkm, had a part only of the ministerial 
powers, and iio right of traosraitting Orders to- other&T 

«Ferner, 1, 43$. 

tBingham, b. II, e. 16, •. 12 

ISee Dr. Fictt m auotcd in Sroyth't («cturet, p, 119. 

§8ee Bingham, vof. XI, p. 493. 

IFLeet. on Eedes. Hlst., XI, p. SM. 

22* 
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King James nomitiated tbürteen Bishops, to tketirirtees 
Sootch bishoprics, which he hnd bimself previously 
abolished. Mr. Spotswood, Arch*bishop of Glasgow, 
Mr. Lamb, Bishop of Brechen, and Mr. Hamilton, 
Bishop of Galloway, he sent to England, and issued a 
commission, onder the great seal of the Bishops of 
London, Ely, Bath, Wells, and Rochester, requiring 
them to proceed to the consecralion of the above men- 
tioned persons as Bishops, according to the Englisb or- 

* 

dinal. 

The Bishop of Ely, viz j Andrejs, objecto, aHedg- 
ing their preyious cönseeration as Priests to be neccs- 
sary. A majority, bowevor; judged Presbyterian Or- 
dination valid, and they Were consecrated, A. D. 1610, 
and thas Episcopaey usurped suprema*^ over the Kirk 
of ScoUand,* and the race of Scotch Bishops starte«!, 
whose canonical qoalifications have atwaysbeen doubt- 
ed, by high chorchmen« 

" The troubfes of Charles I, cteme on. Episcopaey 
sank, and: ere üb reeuscitatiem in 1660, ad the old 
Bishops had died out f with the ^i(fcfDi*iöö4>f Sycberfj. 
Bishop of Galloway. Now, onq Bishop läcks power, it 
would scem, ta cornumnicale tbe Apodtolie vtrtae. To 
do the thiftg unexbeptidnably/ tbree^arerequired; and 
fewer than two canraat transa&iUtalL ; (t js a law of 
the electric fluid, that-if a stngic JbeydQfr j*r be well 
cbarged, it yields a smart shock. . Doafaie tbei nurpfeer 
of jars, and oonoeet th&m,? artet .tho b bockt ris titolfeked.. 
Every additional jar gi vre«: ^dd üfe>oti^ ^tneig*h to Uie 
shock, until at length, by the sheer force of «ntuöbeirs, 
we construet a battery poWerftri er/oqgh to explode 

*Ncal'sHi8t.ofFuritans,vol. II, p. 108 ... . .:* 



259 

gtffipowder, or lo Nght tapers tipped with sulphtrr. But 
the Apostolrc fluid is regulated by other laws. A Sin- 
gle jar, let it be eharged as it may, glves no shock what- 
ever; sct beside it a second jar, and there ensues what 
may be regarded a shock in cases of dire necessity, but 
not otherwise. Add yet a third, and the battery is 
cömplcte. The fluid glances nimbly along, and ignites 
tapers at thenoon day altar. Of course, the single 
surviving Scotch Bishop, even had his predeüessors 
been baplized, and had they been admitted regularly 
into Episcopalian Orders, could demonstrably on these 
principles do nothing— the degree of virtue which he 
himself possessed he could not communicate ; and so, 
föur Scotchmen, lika, the three on a former occasion, 
were sent up to England, to be ordained. In the case 
of the electric telegraph, the fluid can be transmitted 
by a wire — in the case of the cow pox infection, the 
ichor can be conveyed between two bits of glass — the 
gas engende red in one locality may be carried through 
a pipe many miles in length, and consumed at another; 
but the vital gas— ichor — fluid of Episcopacy, has, it 
would seem, no such tränsmissive quality— it can be 
carried only by the living person — an unlucky peca- 
Karity which leadä occasionally, it would seem, to ir- 
regutarities of *a very fatal kind. But to these, sur- 
roundfed as we are by deadly weäpons of a more pal- 
pable class, we shall, at prcsent, lack space to refer. 
The foar Scotch eeclestaslies sent up for Ordination, 
were the infamous Sharpe, Leighton, aneminentty ex- 
cellewt, bdt mi staken and facife mar», and two others- 
df less note, Pairfonl and Hamilton. Leighton and 
Sharp, Kke the former Bffehops, possessed orrly Presby- 
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terian orderg; light had been graduaUy strengthtmog, 
however, among the guardiana of Episcopacy in Eng- 
land, tbe objection, overruled before, was suataioed 
now, and they bad both to submit te be prelatically in- 
troduced into Orders, ere theiF introduction as- Bishope 
could take place. But the light, though strengthening, 
was not yet sufficienlly strong, and the old fatal flaw 
which had marred the former Ordination, was- sufiered 
to impart the infcction of nullity tothis Ordination also. 
Sharpe and Leighton bad recei.ved onJy Presbyterial 
baptism, ü e. r they had never been baptized^ regarding 
one of the others, Fairfoul, no man could say whether 
he had been baptized or no; and though the fourth had 
been baptized prelatically, it was^pnly through the old 
Scotch prelates that he had been so — men who bad 
never been baptized themsetves. None of the four jars 
sent up to be charged on this occasion had been pre- 
viously prepared— they laeked tbe tin coating» if we 
may sospeak, and of course, could not rctain the fluid. 
" But had all the four been baptized, and that by tbe 
Pope himself, and even had Eoglish Episcopacy been 
charged with the Apostolic virtue, which it professed 
to bestow upon theai — and that it did not possess this 
virtue, can be veiy satisfiictoriJy sbown — tbece awaited 
on Scottish prelacy, a disaster which, would. itself bave 
thrown no inconsiderable shade. of doubt upon its 
claims, had there been no- othes. Scottiah history, as 
bas been often remarked,. has had a sad trick of losing 
its records. It lost them by wagonrloads in the daya 
of Edward I; it lost a whole ship cargo of them in the 
titnes of Charles II; and recently, it lost some of its more 
important ecclesiastical documents by tbe fire which 
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« 

destroyed botb houses of parliaraent. Miserable as the 
genealogy would have been which would have connec- 
ted them witb Sbarpe and Fairfoul — tbat genealogy is 
lost. They possess no means of serving themselves 
heir to even the unbapHzed dignitaries of the Restora- 
tion. In [short, so miserable is their plight, that had 
the Apostolic succession been a ten pound freehold, and 
had it been in the undisputed posscssion of the worship- 
ful James Sharpe, they would be unable to make good 
their pretensions to it in a court of law. They lack 
their certificates of legitimacy, and no jury coufd in 
conscience find their claim proven without them. n * 

This doubt, Bishop White teils us was so far enter- 
tained as to have created distrust concerning the valid- 
ity of Bishop Seabury's Ordination, and to have direct- 
ed himself and others to England, for the Episcopal 
consecration, though his own private views were dis- 
tinctly expressed, that there were but two Orders of 
the ministry resolved by many Christians into one; and 
that Presbyterian Ordination would have been valid, 
had they failed to get Episcopal Ordination from Eng- 
land, for he urged that the Superintendent of the dis- 
trict or permanent moderator, should have power to 
admit to the ministry. The Organization Bishop 
White proposed for the churches, which, by the Amer- 
ican Revolution had been severed from the Epis- 
copal Church of England, was, in all esseatial respccts, 
Presbyterian. He admitted of the proprfety of at- 
tempting to obtain the succession from England, but 
insisted that they could go on without it, and after- 
wards, when the Episcopate should be obtained, cor- 

•The W1UMM, April 27, 164Ü, Bdinbargh. 
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rect any imperfections in the system, and in the inter- 
mediate ordinations without acknowledging their 

NULLITY.* 

A letter from the Rev. A. C. Jarvis, in the name of 
the clergy of Connecticut, addressed to "Mr. White, 
dated Woodbury, March 25, 1783," objeets to h/s 
views and enters into an argument and remonslrance 
against them. ,? t 

The Episcopal consecration was obtained, as you 
say from England, by Bishops White, Madison, and 
Provoost — but I ask how, under what limitations, and 
from what source 1 These things you have not advert- 
ed to, but would fain haveus believe, " that the Apos- 
tolic succession" has flowcd down, uninterruptedly, 
from Paul, through the old British Churches, the p re- 
zent established Church of England, and the triumvir- 
ate above named. Were you not aware, of the utter 
destitution of the union of the Episcopal churches in 
this country, consequent on the American revolution? 
Of the part which Bishop White took, in his efforts, 
" to procure a union of all the Episcopal churches in 
the United States, into one body or church only r'J and 
of the fact, that it was by means of human wisdom, they 
were Consolidated, having, as Dr. Hawks fully sets 
forth, come together as independent churches, duly or- 
ganized, and so considered cach other ?§ 

The Organization of the present protestant Episcopal 
church of these United States, and the introduetion of 

♦The Cnse of the Episcopal Churches in the U. S., considered and published by 
Bishop White, 1782. • . - ■ 

tSee Wbite's Mcmoirs of the Prelealont Episcopal Church in the U. S. A., pp. 

tDr. Wjlson's Mein. p. W. 

§Constit. of Prot. Epie. Ch. in Ch. Record. 
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the Episcopate, were questions that led to much con- 

■ _ • 

troversy, both in Great Britaia and America. Episco- 
pal Ordination was not easily obtained — " ihe Apostö- 
lic succession" of the EnglishChurch itself, having, for 
its fountain, the king's supremacy. Political prejudices, 
and other considerations, operated, and no Bishop of 
England, dared to lay his hands on the American di- 
vines, tili king George and his parliament gave them 
power and authority to do so. I give you in a note 
below, the law enacted specially empowering the Eng- 
lish Arch-bishops to extend the Episcopate, in order to 
show, from what source, and by what authority, Bish- 
ops White, Madison, andProvoost obtained their pow- 
er, which you claim yourself to exercise as their regu- 
lär lineal successor.* 

There are several thingsin this law deserving atten- 

* An Act to empotcer the Arch-bishcp of Canterbury, or the Arch- bishop rf York, for 
the time being, to consecrate to the Office of a Bishop f persans being subjects or Citi- 
zen« of countries out of his Majesty's dominions. 

Whereas, by the latcs of this realm, no person cnn be consecrated to tbe office of 
a BiShop, wituout tbe kuig's license for bis elcction io that office, and the royal 
mundait under the great seal for his confirmation and consccration : And whereas, 
every person who hhall be consecratetl tothe said office, is requircd to takc the oath:? 
of ollegiance ond supremacy, and also tbe oath of due obedicnce to the Arch-bishop ; 
and whereas, ihcre are divers persona, subjects, or Citizens of countries out of his 
Majesty's dominions, inhabiting and rcsiding wkhin tbe said countries, who profess 
the public worship of Almighty GorJ, nccording to tbe prineiples of the Church of 
England, and who, in order to provide a regulär succession of min isters for tbe 
serviee of thcTr Churcli, are desirous of having certain of the subjeets or Citizens of 
those countries coi sjerated Bishops, uecording to tbe form of consecraüon in the 
Church of England : 

Be it enactcd by the King's most excellent Mnjcsty, and by and wilh tbe advice 
änd«onsent of tbe Lords Spiritual and temporal, and üommons, in this present 
Parliament asscmblcd, and by the authority of the samt,: that from and aftcr the 
passing of tl)is act, it sball and nmy be lawl'ul to and for tbe Arch-bishop of Can- 
terbury, or the Arch-bishop of York, for the tinie beinz, together wilh such other 
Bishops as Üiey shall call to their assistance, to eonsecraie persona being subjcets or 
Citizens of countries out of bis Majesty's dominions, Bishops for the purpoees 
aforesaid, withouUhe King's liecnse for their clection, or lbc royal mandatc under 
the great seal, for their cortfirmation and consecration, and without requiring them 
to take tbe oaths of allegianceand supremacy, aud tbe oath of duc oliedience to the 
Arch-Bishop for the tiinc being : Provided, altcays, That no person sball be conse- 
crated Bishop, in tbe manncr herein provided, until the Arch-bishop of Cnnterbury 
or the Arch-bishop of York, for tbe Urne being, shäll have first applied fit and ob- 
tained his Majesty's License, by Warrant under his royal signet and sign manual, 
emthorizing and empowering htm to perform such consecration. and expressing thfc 
nameor numes of the persona so to be consecrated; nor until the said Arch-bishop 
has been fully ascertained of the sufficiency in good learning, of the soundness of 
timix foüh and of the purity of their manners : Provided also, and it is hereby de- 
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fton. It provides for and determines, the Anglo-Ameri* 
can Episcopal succeasion. It forms the fountain of 
your sacerdotal powers. Before they could be obtain* 
ed, the king and parliament of Great Britain had to le- 
gislate on the subject. What a beautiful specialen, 
and illustration, is this, of the plenitude of Christ'» 
Headship power, which you claim to have been trans- 
ferred to the Apostles, and to your " Apostolic Bi- 
shops," their successors, for the government of the 
Church ! To the king and parliament of Great Britain 
are you as much indebted for all your Episcopal pow- 
ers, as are the English Bishops themselves. The law, 
under which you hold your Apostolic commission, 
carefully and particularly limits the exercise of your 
Episcopal powers. When Christ commissioned His 
Apostles, it was, " go into all the world, and preack 
the gospel to every creature," Mat., viii, 15. But 
when the act of king George the 3d and his parliament, 
authorized the Arch-bishopsofCanterbury and Yorkto 
commission your first American " Episcopal Bishops," 
it explicity excluded them from the exercise of their 
Functions, in a very large part of the world — through- 
out the immensely extended dominionsof Great Britain. 
"JVb person or persons consecratcd to the office of a 
Bishop in the manner aforesaid, nor any person or per- 
sonsjDERiviNG their consecration from or under any 

clnrcd, thatno person or persona consecrated to the office of a Bishop in the manner 
aforesaid, nor any person or persons derivino their consecration from or un- 
der any Bishop so consecrated, nor any person or persons admittcd to tbe order of 
deacon or priest by any Bishop or Bishops so consecrated, or by the süccessor or 
8UCCE8S0RS of any Bishop or Bishops so consecrated, shall be thereby enabled to 
exercise bis or their respecüve office or Offices within bis Mäjcsty's dominions : 
Providcd alteays, and be it furtber enacted, that a certificate of such consecration 
shall be given ander the band of tbe Arcb-bisbop who consecrates. containinf tbe 



name of tbe person so consecrated, with tbeaddltion as well of the eountry where* 

" .. 3i«hc 

ngta" 
tbe Obligation of so doing by Tirtue of lots act. 



of he is a subject or Citizen, as of tbe church in which he is appointed Bisbop, and 
the furtber description of his not having taken tbe sald oaths, being exempted fron 
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Bishops so consecrated, nor any persoa or persona ad» 
mitted to the order of a deacon or priest by any 
Bishop or Bishops so consecrated, or by the succes- 

SO« OÄ 8ÜCCESSORS GF ANY BlSHOP OR BlSBOPS SO 

consecrated, shall bb thereby enabled to exebcise 
their office or offices within his Majesty's domjn- 

IONS." 

Under this law, the American " Episcopal Bishops" 
accepted Ordination. They are bound, in good faitb, 
to abide by the terms of the covenant, with the British 
government, implied in their acceptance of Ordination, 
through the hands of the king's authorized agent, his 
grace, the Arch-bishop of Canterbury ; so that, whene- 
ver you cross our beautiful rivcr, to officiate as a min- 
ister of the Gospel, you should, in good conscience, 
leave your Episcopal robes and office, behind you, and 
appear there, as you really are, agreeably to the laws 
of Great Britain, any where within her dominion, a 
mere layman. Unless you can show, that the law, un- 
der which you, as Bishop White's successor, hold your 
commission, has been modified, or that some new law 
has since been passed, you should, consistently with 
the implied covenant, refuse to exercise your Episco- 
pal or priestly functions, in Canada. 

And further, should it ever happen, so disastrously 
as it once did, which, I pray the good Providence qf 
God may prevent, in the event of a war with GrQgt 
•Britain, that our city should come again, though but fqr 
a time, under her dominion, the obligations of the im- 
plied covenant, through which you derive the " Apo*- 
toüc sucoession," would ailence you at onoe, a&d de- 

23 
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grade you to the level of the laity, unless the authori- 
lies, for the time being, should grant you a dispensation. 

American "Episcopal Bishops/' atisuredly, are tbe 
very last persona, that should boast of antiquity, and 
Apostolic succession, and Divine right, if they wouid 
have any regard for modesty. Before 1784, there was 
no such thing as an " Episcopal Bishop," in the coon- 
try. That year, Bishop Seabury was conseerated by 
the nonjuring Bishops of Scotland. It was not tili 
1787, that the constitutional compact of the Episcopal 
Churches was ratified, the first general Convention, 
preparatory to an indepcndent Organization, having 
been held in Philadelphia, two years before, nor tili 
August 8, 1789, when it was finally adopted. Bish- 
ops White and Provoost were conseerated in 1787, 
but they could not consecrate others to the Episcopal 
office, until there were three regulär Bishops, constitu- 
ted such, by reeeiving their Ordination from the hands 
of English Bishops.* 

The Methodist Church had the start of yours, by six 
years, and the Presbyterians, nearly a Century. Pro- 
perly speaking, the Protestant Episcopal Church of the 
United States, did not exist, with füll power to propa- 
gate itself, before 1790, when Bishop Madison, of Vir- 
ginia, was conseerated to the Episcopal office, by the 
Arch-bishop of Canterbury. Knowing these facts, 
*herefore, We certamly are not disposed to entertain 
any very great reverence for the American Episco- 
pate, beyond what the personal worth of the Bishops, 
as brethren, may entitle them to. 
Nor can we give.you credit, for what, in the pre- 

* See White»» Memoirg, &&, pp. 27,38. Note, pp. 115-124. 
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Face of your secönd^dftion, you applaud yourself, when 
you say, "I also feel gratified on account of the proof, 
which has been given, that the manner in which the 
subject is presented, was not considered unkind or 
offensive. For while I shall always feel bound to 
contend earnestly for the faith once delivered to the 
Saints, I trust no expression shaJl escape from rae, at 
war with those feelings, which the Gospel of our bles- 
aed Lord directs us to cherish, cvcn to those who have 
erred and deparied from his own Institution — the 
Church." Neither you may have intended or suspec- 
ted it, nor those who have lauded you for it ; but you 
could not well have used more offensive language. 
You have assumed your American Episcopal Church 
to be the only true church of Jesus Christ in these Uni- 
tod States, the Church ! and you have denied to other 
churches, all right and title to be thought a part of 
Christ' s Church, — have in fact declared, that they have 
departed from Christ's institution — the Church — virtu- 
ally proclaimed us to be in error and apostate, and yet 
very obligingly teil us, that you have used no unkind 
and offensive langua&e — nor any words calcuJated to 
irritate or wound. Verily this is the unkindest cut of 
all. You must have very stränge ideas of our sensi- 
tiveness, and the import of your own language, thus to 
speak, after all that you have said about the Episcopal 
Church being " the ark of safety," about your having 
the true line of Apostolic succession — about your being 
the Church, and other things equally excluäive in their 
spirit and bearing, and that too,. when you have so lit- 
tle to show, on the score of your Apostolic succession, 
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or the antiqutty and purely Spiritual origra of your 
church. 

You have had among yourselves, donbts and c&- 
putes about the validity of the consecration of some of 
your Bishops, and therefore, if not out of deference to 
the sentiments of others, on the vexed and unconfirm- 
ed question of your " Apostolic succession," it behooves 
you to be a little more modest in asserting your claims. 
You certainly must be aware, that the validity of the 
Ordination, both of Bishop Hobart and of Bishop Gris- 
wold, was soon after seriously and publicly questioned, 
for reasons then declared, and that the subject was 
inade a matter of controversy both in newspapers and 
pamphlets, not by Presbyterians, but by Episcopali- 
ans.* 

(l On this doctrine, therefore," to use the language 
of Mr. Smy th, whose learned and elaborate work on 
the Apostolical succession, I would recommend to your 
careful perusal, " the claim of the American Episcopal 
Church to an unbroken and uninvalidated succession, 
must be allowed to be very weak indeed. The chain, 
if ever it extended across the Atlantic, before 1787, was 
assurediy broken, when even the semblance of a previ- 
ous union was shivered by the storm of the revolution, 
and, when the Episcopal Churches found themselves 
without union, without a head, and without any acces- 
sible source of Episcopal grace. ..And when to this 
fearful break in their boasted line, We add the other in- 
validating defects in the composition of the links them- 
selves, there is surely enough to exclode ail boasting, 

♦ ft* ftobep WblWi Ntom. Prot. Ep. Church, p. 215. Also, a pamphlef enthled, 
Sertout Thougbfs oo a late admintaratioii of Episcopal ordert» in W. Y M Maren» 
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od the pärt of the Amarfcan pretaey, öfc the gtöund of 
any öertain and üabroken duccesstoh öt duly fcohsecf ä- 
ted prelates."* 

We certainly are not at atf ptepäfäd tö heaf Such 
language a$ the following, ör to attribate tt — as we WiH 
not, to a design to insült us — to atiy thlttg eise, than to 
the overweenlng influence of a blind attachment to yout 
own church. " Happy people thett at* e we, tö häv6 
this tnmistry. Por amidst all the agitatlöttä of thö 
Christian World, the Church has fctoöd firm and (Jeoided, 
atid not one of her Bishops has been carried away from 
the simplicity of (he faith, as it is i^ Christ.'* I Was 
utterly atnazed at such a declaration, äs it appeared in 
the first editidn of your sermön, having learned the fol- 
lowing facts in relation to the spintual dignitaries of 
the Church of England, so very like a Wide depaf ture 
from " the simplicity of the faith, as it is in Christ/* 

* f In the Church of England, we have tfwo Arch-öi- 
SHOP8. The name is as anti-christlan as the thiftg* 
What are the duties of the office, it is difficult tö äscer- 
tain. Those sustaining it, have no functionä distihct 
from the Bishops, nor does it appear that they have 
any Jurisdiction over them. They dö not appoint 
them— the king does, and they cannot remoVe thetti. 
They cannot, without the langes concurrence y call them 
together in convocation.f Their sole use, therefore, 
seems to be, to rear their mitred fronts in Courts and 
Parliaments ; to vote in the train of ministers } to mte 
their wide and opulent dominions, count their enor- 

* Smyth'i Lectures, p. 230. 

t Tbit ecclAfliaatieal Parliaraent, formerlj theorgan througn whleb «Ae Sopran« 
Head of the Church made known His will on all points of doctrine, discipline, wor- 
•hip, 4fcc, htm süll a legal capacity of existence, but has not been attotrcAto ifieet 
for any purposdfexeept to preserve ancient forma, ginge M»y. - 1717 ' 

23* 
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riious revenues, and dispose of good liviogs to sons, 
brothers, nephews, cousios, relations, aad dependants, 
without end, as their own interest, or the iaterest of 
ministors, reserved by special agreement, may die- 
täte."* "The Arch-bishops have their princely reti- 
nue, domestic chaplains, officers for temporalities, their 
spiritual officers, vicar gcneral, guardian of the spiritu- 
alities, dean of the arches, with all their under officers 
and attendants. Then they have their court of Facul- 
ties, court of audience, prerogative court, delegates. 
The Bishops have their füll share of pomp ; they. too, 
have their traios, domestic chaplains,. officers and 
courts. To the Arch-bishops belong, 
26 chance I1ots and. their attendants^ 
24 registers, with their clerks^ 

124 gentlemen apparitors, 

20 inferipr apparitors. 

Under the Bishops there are 60 Arch-deocoas; and 
these have 60 courts, to which belong 

Commissaries, 60 registrars, 

Officials, 120 proctors, 

Surrogates, 200 apparitors, 

so that, the number belonging to Arch-Bishops, Bishops, 
Arch-deacons, and their courts and Offices, are judged 
to be no less than ten thousand persons — all of them, 
whether sacred or secular, supported by the country 
for the sole purpose of increasing the splendor and aug- 
noenting the re venu es of what are called <( the dignified 
clergy." 

It is difficult to ascertain theamount of the revenues 
of my lords the Bishops, arising from rent of glebes, 

* Book of Dcnom., p. 395. . 
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tithes or church rates, surpUee fees, marriage licenses, 
consecration of churchcs and burial grounds, and ex- 
penses arising from processes in ccclesiastical courts. 
TJpon a fair assumption, which applles accurately to 
every thing eise, conti nues the aothor,* from which I 
quote the above facts, " the lists of prelatical incomes 
will stand thus: 

Arch-bishop of Canterbury, £56,650 a year. 

" York, 32,200 

Bishop of Durham, 36,420 

'• London, 70,000 

" Winchester 57,779 

" Ely, 42,698 

11 Salisbury, 27,700 

The rest on an average, 10,000; that is 

from more than 290,000 dollars, to 44,444, annually. 
Ali this, it may be said, is the result of alliance with 
the State. True; but certainly the State has " carried 
away" the Bishops very far "from the simplicity of 
tbe faith as it is in Christ" — not to. mention the lives 
of some which were wholly at war with the precepls 
and spirit of the gospel. It is notorious that a Bishop's 
office has been as truly the object of ambilious pursuit, 
and as systematically educated for, and sought from 
the crown, irrespective of spiritual qualifications, as 
any civil office within its gift. The reproach of Cow- 
per is founded on truth, and is the very antipodes of 
your panegyric: 

"The paraon knows enougb, who knows a duke! 
Egregious purposc! worthily begun 
In barbarous prosütuüon of your son ; 
PresB'd Qn ku part by mcani tbat would disgrace 

*Book of Deno^i., p. 410. 
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A «crtoeaef*« de*a\ or footme» a«rt of place, 

And ending , if at last Itf ead be ffaiffed, 

In sacrttege, tn God*a own bonse profan'd. 

h may sueeeed ; Md If bi» mm •boiili£»JI 

Vor more than eoiumon punlshment, it »hall ; 

The wreteh «hall rite, and be tbe thing oh earU| 

Laait qaattfied in honor, learnbig, we*th, 

To oecupy a sacred, awful post, 

lo'whteh the best and worthiest tretüble moK ; 

The roftd Utters area ibing of eourse, 

A king, that would, inigltt recommend hin harte; 

And deans no doubt, and chapters, with one voice, 

As boand in duty, woatd confirm bis choioe. 

Behold your Bisbop : well he playa hia part, 

Christian In narae, and hifidet in heart, 

Ohoatly in ofllce, eartbly in bis plan, 

A alave at court, elsewbere a lady'f man. 

l>umb oa a Senator, and as a priest, 

A pieeeof mere cburch furniture at best: 

To live estranged Crom Ood bis total scopc, 

And his end sure, witl>out one glitnpse of hope." 

In your second edition, I perceive that yoa have 
qualified your remark, and, in a note, cxplained it to 
have reference, not to the personal and Christian cha- 
racter of the Bishops, but only " with reference to ih 
orders and succession in the ministry." It is hard, even 
with the explanation, to understand your meaning; bat 
the remark makcs this impression on my mind— and I 
can see no other which you designed it to make— tbaf, 
on this grand essential point of Episcopal belief, there 
never was a Bishop in your Church, who did not maifl- 
tain the distinction of the three orders, viz: Bishops, 
Priests and Deacons, and the Apostolic succession 
You have ideritified your American Episcopal with the 
Anglican Church, and I am, therefore, led to suppose, 
that you mean the remark to be understood of both. 
If bo> then I refer you to Cranmer, of whom Bishop 
Mcllvane says, " that in the question what is the doc- 
trine of the articles and homilies of thtf Angl* * 
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Cburcfa, one piain lestiroony — is wörth all that could 
be collected from the writings of all tbe non-jurors of 
1688."* He affirms, that Bishops and Presbyters were. 
both one office. Bishop Andrews says, " though Epis- 
copal government be of divine Institution, yet it is not 
so absolutely necessary, as that there can be no Church, 
nor sacraments, nor salvation, without it. He is blind 
that sees not many Churches flourishing without it." 
Bishops Hoadley and Sherlock and Warburton and 
Heber, utterly repudiated the high Church position jou 
maintain, that a non-Episcopal government and a des« 
titution of three Orders in the ministry, unchurch 
other denominations. So also did Arch-bishops Whit- 
gift, Tillotson, Bramhall, Wake, Usher, &c. Bishop 
Burnet says explicitly, " this ransacking of records 
about a succession of otxlcrs, though it adds much to 

the lustre and beauty of the church, yet is not a thing 
incumbent on every body to look into, nor indeed, pos» 
sibhfor any to be satisfied about ; for a great many 
ages, all those instruments are lost ; so that how ordi» 
nations were made in the primitive church, we cannot 
certainly know ; it is a piece of history, and very hard 
to be perfectly known. Therefore it cannot be a fit 
study for any, much less for one that has not much 
leisure. The condition of Christians were very hard, 
if private persons must certainly know how all minis- 
ters have been ordained since the Apostles' days ; for 
if they will raise scruples in this matter, it is impossible 
to satisfy them, unless the autherrtic registers of all the 
ages of the Church, could be showed, which is impos- 
sible, for though we were satisfied, that all the priests 

*Ox. Dir., p. 448. 
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of this age were duly ordained, yet, if we be not as 
eure, that all who ordained them, had Orders rightly 
given them, and so upward tili tho days of the Apos- 
tles, the doubt will still remain. Therefore, the pur- 
suing of nice scruples about this, cannot be a thingin- 
dispensably necessary ; otherwise, all people must be 
perplexed with endless disquiet and doubtings. But 
the true touch stone of a church, must be the purity of 
her doctrines, and the conformity of her faith with that 
which Christ and His Jlposths taught"* Admirable 
sentiments ! and much more happy is the people whose 
ministry cherish and inculcate them, than they wbose 
Bishops and priests attempt, either superstitiously and 
vain-gloriously, to magnify themselves, or who, in the 
spirit of exclusiveness, and lust for power, .unduly ex- 
alt their siuthority. It is a remark f>f tho same lear- 

ned and eminent prelate, and should be carefully pon- 
dered by every " Episcopal Bishop," that " the raising 
tho authority and power of sacred functions, beyond 
-what is founded on clear Warrants in scripture, is — the 
readiest way to gi ve the world such a jealousy of them, 
and such an aversion to them, as may make them \o$e 
the authority that they ought to have, while they pre- 
tend to that they have not."t 

If such sentiments, and those advanced by other 
Bishops of the English.Church, on the subject of "the 
Orders and succession in the ministry," so antagonisti- | 
cal with the exclusive high Church views you have ad- 1 
vocated, are not a departure, from what you have ex- ' 
plained yourself to mean by 4< the simplkity of the ! 

*Smyth'8Lectures. ljoc.xvl 
t Paat. Caie, Prcf, p. 44. 
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faith, as it is in Christ," I know not what is. Your 
remark, so far from being correct, is so totally unsus- 
tained by history — if you meant it to apply to the An- 
glican Church — that I am constrained to thinkyou have 
incautiously made it, and meant it to apply only to the 
Bishops of the Protestant Episcopal Church of the Uni- 
ted States. 

Yet, even limited thus far, it is without founda- 
tion. I refer you to the sentiments of Bishop White. 
"It is well known, that in the year 1782, when it 
was doubtful whether an American Episcopate could 
be either procured or introduced, Bishop White pub- 
lished a considerable treatise,* in which he insisted, 
that for the time being, and until an Episcopate could 
be conveniently obtained, the churches in this country 
should organize themselves into one body. That the 
laity, as well as the clergy, should have a share in the 
government, and form distinet associations ; that the 
clergy and laity together should elect a permanent 
President over each Convention, whose duties ought 
not materially to interfere with their employments as 
parochial clergymen, and that their superintendence 
should therefore be confined to small districts. This 
Superintendent, with other clergymen appointed by the 
body, was to exercise spiritual powers, as those of Or- 
dination and diseipline over the clergy." This was 
Presbyterianism in every respect almost, but the name. 
These sentiments he avowed in 1830, in a lettcr ad- 
dressed to Bishop Hobart, whose illiberal, exclusive, 
and seetarian views he condemned. " In regard," says 

• * See the Letter of Ab. Jarvis to bim on the subjeet, published in hia Memoir» 
of the Prot. Ep. Church of the United States, pp. 282-6. 
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he, " to the Episcopacy, I thiok that it shodd be sw- 
tained as ihe government of the Church (Vom the liroe 
of the Apostles, mrr without criminating the minis- 
te y op othbr churches, as is the case witb the 
Church of England/'* and I may add, as did Dr. Ho- 
ben' s, and do your high church pretensions, to be the 
only true church of God in these United States, in re- 
gulär succession from the Apostles. 

The views you advocate in your sermon, are essen- 
tially, and characteristically, as far as they go, those 
of the high church, as skelched by Bishop Meade, of 
Va., in his sermon at the consecration of Bishop Elliof, 
to which I shall refer more particularly in my nextlet- 
ter, in which he gives, with particular reference to Arch- 
bishop Laud, an outline of the doctrines, of this arro- 
gant party, on the subject of the ministry, and of its 
powers and propagation, and which he decidedly con- 
demns. Your remark, therefore, is not verified in its 
application even to the Bishops of your own American 
church. I press the subject no furthcr. Abundant 
testimony might be added to show, that the doctnne 
of the Apostolic succession, is incapable of being suS' 
tained, either from the scriptures, or from the opinions 
of the more wise, excellent and devoted Bishops, bothof 
the Anglican and American Episcopal churches. It w* 
doctrine for which your churches, I hope, are by n0 
means yet generally prepared. Its exclusiveness, uncba- 
ritableness, arrogance, and popish and injurious tendefr 
cies, cannot fail to affront the good sense, and enfightefl- 
ed.fervent piety, of a large portion of the more devot** 
and excellent members of the Episcopal churches, not* 

* Smyth'f Leetures on Apostolic Succession, pp. 463, 464, 465. 
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withstanding they believe, that Episcopacy is the near- 
est approximation to the primitive Aposlolical church, 
and therefore give its rites and instftutions their prefer- 
ence. But they do not magnify Episcopacy above all 
other qualifications, and make it, as you do, the grand 
test of a trbe ministry, and of a true church. 

The unity of the church, they do not place in an ex- 
terna!, visible union with the Bishop as Christ's re- 
presentative, who exercises his Headship power, but. in 
unity ofdoctrine in maiters essenlial lo salvation* And 
therefore, they are not guilty of the inconsistency, into 
wbich you are carried, of acknowledging persons of 
other denominatiöns to be Christiane and yet deqlaring 
them to be; out of the church of God — rejeeting them, 
as you do, at your infinite peril, from the feliowship of 
the saints, and of the house&old of God— and proclaim- 
ing them to bealiens from the Commonwealth of Israel, 
straagers to the covenant of prqmise, and deatitute of 
all tangible evidence of having bee,a pardoned aftd ac» 
cepted of God. I respect the feelings of such; shall 
ever cherish Christian regtfrds for them; and seek to 
promote Christian intercourse with them, aithöugh I 
differ, in my jridgment, from them, about the relative 
value of Episcopacy. /But where I find high-church 
views advocated, pushed, and pressed, so as, to En- 
gender feelings of jealousy, envy, pride, and sopereiü- 
ousness, to draw lines of distmetion in soctety, and to 
rear walls of partition around commumties of profes- 
sing Christians, and that too-^whiph to nie seems yery 
surprising — most especially and zealously, both among 
clergy aruLlaity, by some who were »ot born apd 

24 
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, brought up in tbe Episcopal Churcb, and have botre- 
cently deserted other oommunions, in which they pro- 
fess to have experienced religion, I cannot but fear, 
that other principles, and another spirit, tban tbose of 
our blessed Lord and Master, are exerting adangerous 
influence. Jl 

Why will you magnify trifles, and exalt the doctrine 
of " Apostolic succession" to the level of Bible trulb, 
pronoancing it a matter of faith, when the utmost 
that can be said of it is, that it is a mere matter afopin- 
ion ? Is not this adding to the sacred scriptures, and 
proving unskillful and unfaithful as a steward of the 
mysteriös of God 1 Talk about it among yourselves, 
and trace it, as well as you can, through all its sinuosi- 
ties, dislocations, fractures, and faulls, as it runs un- 
der ground, or crops out, or is bent back, or overlaps, 
but do not venture to proclaim it to us, as Bible truth; 
for it is just as absurd in doctrine, aä it is false in fact. 

Dr. Bowden* falls back, for his proof of it, to the 
gospel commission, and reasons a piuore on the sabject, 
preferring this argument to volumes of historical testi- 
mony. Singular process! Truths, pröpositions, doc- 
trines, may be provedby reasoning, but historicaf/acte 
can only be estabKshed by testimony. As a doctrine, 
we do utterly deny that it is taught, directly or indi- 
rectly; in the sacred sctiptures. As a fact, the evidence 
has yet; to be produced to establish it. Abd haviiig se~ 
said, Idisrniss the subject, concludingmyreprehensfOfis 
of the leading theme of your diseourse, in thö strong 
andemphatic language of the Re v. J. E* Riddfe, of the 
Anglo-Episcopaf ehureh, in his plqa for Episcopacy. 

♦Letter» tOvÖr. Bftltor, ftrftflfertos, %1u Twurta on %iscopaeyv v. ö^ 908. 
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" Whatever tnay become of Ihe Apostolic succession, 
aa a theory, or an institute, it is impossible, at all 
evenls, to prove the fact of such succession, or to 
trace it down ihe stream of time. In this case, ihe fact 
seems to involve the doctrine; and if the FACT de 
hopelessly obscure, the DOCTRINE ie irrecoveh- 
ably lobt. IT IS IMPOSSIBLE TO PROVE THE 
PERSONAL SUCCESSION OF MODERN BISH- 
OPS, IN AN UNBROKEN EPISCOPAL LINE, 
FROM THE APOSTLES OR MEN OF THE 
APOSTOLIC AGE."* 

*Cbriiil*n Autjquitiea Prcfttce, p. It. 
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LETTER XVI. 
the tendenz of the doctrine of apostolic succession. 

Rbv. and dear sib: 

There are some things in your discourses not so im- 
mediately connected mth the döctrine of «Apostolical 
suceession," but wbich, nevertheless, require a mo- 
ment's attention. They show the tendency of the Sys- 
tem you advocate, and ils identity, in some essential 
points, witb the Oxford theology, to which, I believe, 
von are as much opposed as myself. 

Previously, however, a moment's attention may be 
due to the «xtended account, given in the appendix to 
your second edition, of Mar Yohanna, the Syrian Bish- 
op. It might have gone for what it is worth, but for 
the remark you make in your preface to the newspa* 
per account of " the service in Grace Church, Boston," 
▼iz: "tbe similarity, between the Nestorian Church, 
and the Episcopal Church in this country, is remarka- 
ble, and furnishes additional proof, that, wherever a 
church has been preserved, it is always found under 
Episcopal government." A legitimate inierence, and 
one you no doubt designed, to-be drawn from this 
Statement, is, that none, calKng themselves ehurches of 
Jesus Christ, having not your Episcopal government. 
are such ; and that, with the loss of Episcapacy, a- 
church perishes. It has been already shown, h'ow ut- 

terly fallaciöus, and unfounded, are such positiona. 

24* 



I have ascertaioed a few facta — and from ihe verjr 
atme aource, the " Christian Witness," professes to 
have given ita information, viz: Mar Yohanna himself— 
aufficieot toihow, that there are pointsof dissimilarity 
eoough, torender this boaatingof resemblance between 
the Nestorian Churches and your own, perfectly ridic- 
uloua. I anticipate, that you will all be ashamed of it 
ere long. The Bishop is no exclusive. 

Mar Yohanna does not hold your doctrine of Apos- 
tolic succession. He believes the Catholic Church to 
be the one church out ofaü churches, composed of tbem 
that truly believe in Jesus Christ — just as we Presby- 
terians do 9 denominating it the invisible church. The 
Nestorians have more than three ordert of officers. The 
Patriarch is above Bishops, and Priests, &c. — and must 
always be chosen from particular famiÜez, a circum- 
stance bearing a much more striking resemblance to 
the Aaronic priesthood than yours does. Their Dea- 
cons do not preach ; they are but Sextons of different 
grade», answering to the relative sanctity of the differ- 
ent parts of the church to be swept. Some things, in 
their Constitution show an evident departure from Apos- 
tolical order and purity, and therefore, to cito tbem 
as authority is just about as vaüd, and cohclusive an 
argument, as to cite Rome itself, or any of the corrapt 
churches of the East. Neither their Bishops, nor Pa- 
triarchs, are allowed to marry. Children are allowed 
to commune at any age. Their rite of eonfirmatu» is 
a mere " blessing little children in Imitation of Christ/' 
very different from conveying the Spirit by ApostoKc 
imposition of hands. 

Wo know but little of (heia, tili frftn the 5tkeett*ry, 
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Vfben Nestorius, reputed an heretie&l Bishop, escape4 
from Constanlinople, and was received by the mwn* 
tain Syrians, wbo espoused bis cause, and adopted his 
sentiments about the power of Christ, refusmg to woi*» 
ahip images, and to do homage to the virgin Mary as 
the mother of God, calling her Christotokoö, the 
mother of Christ, and not Theotokos, the mother of 
God. It rather betrays, to my mind, the weakness of 
yoar cause, tbat you should seize, and magnify, an ac- 
cidental resemblance, between this church and your 
own, traced out in features, which. you roight Ijave 
said,. were common to that period of the world, when 
the departure from Christian simplicity, predicted by 
Paul, began to take place. 

Dr. Grant's testimony deserves some notice. It 
neutralizes, at once. the use you attempt to make of 
the Episcopacy of the Nestorian churches. He says, 
their form of church government is essentially Episcp* 
pal ; but, with a Single exception in the Jelu tribe, 
there is not a Bishop among the ixdependent Nes- 
torians, where thevt forms of religion have beert preser* 

Ved THE MOST EXEMPT FROM FOREIGN INFLÜENCE. It 

was a singular fact, to which my attention was fifst 
called by the testimony of Dr. Buchanan, there is not a 
ward in the Syriac language expressive of the ofice of a 
Bishop. The Nestorians, in common with the other 
Syrians, have borrowed the Greek term Episcopos* 
This is the more remarkable, considering the fact, that 
the Syriac language was exteasively used in Palestine, 
in the days of our Saviour, and was spoken by our 
Lord himself : and considering also* the very early 
date of the Syriac Torsion of the scriptures, as early as 
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the beginning oi the seeond Century. In every ease 
wbere the teftn Bishop occurs in our Version, in tbeirs 
it is reodered Presbyter or Priest. I make these State- 
ments, with the Single remark, that; while this form of 
church goveroment may be best for the Nestorians, in 
their circumstances, there is enough in thefects Ihave 
mentioned, to caotion us about too hasty an inference 
coneernmg the Apostolic origin of Episeopacy, od the 
ground that it cxists in a church which was founded by 
the Apostles."* 

I return from this digression to trace the tendeoeies 
of your high church views, wbich betray themselves, 
in your sermon. * 

The Srst I nötice, is, the incidental «llusion to bap- 
tism, as regeneration ; and the next, your remark about 
cönfirmation. In enumerating the duties ©f "Episco- 
pal Bish'ops," you say, " they are to confirm all wbo 
have been made disciples, throngh the washitfg of re- 
generation, (baptism,) by laying their hands upon them. 
and ihvoking the aid of the Holy Spirit, that theymay 
continue Christas faithful soldiers and servants, to their 
Kves end, as St. Peter and St. John did upon the dis- 
ciples in Samaria." I presume you have mereJyin- 
troduced the Word baptism in a parenthesis, as your 
explanation of the Apostles' metaphor, viz : "the wasb- 
ing of regeneration," applied to adult converts, who, 
at their baptism, publicly professed to renounce the 
world, the flesh and the devil, and to have become 
new creatures in Christ Jesus. 

I have always understood you to believe and teach, 
the necessity, aAd the reality, of the Spirit's influeiice, 

"Tbe Neatorü^s or Lost Trib«, bjr Dr. Graut, pp. 105-6. 
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in tbe regeneration of the saurer — and thejefore, ciu> 
not suppose, that yöu Substitute the rite of baptism, for 
the moral and spiritual Renovation, or Üiat orange of 
heart, so essential to salvatipn. Yet your language is 
calcnlated to make the impression, that, whatQ-ver may^ 
be saidof aioral r^novation, baptism, whether of adults 
or infants, is regeneration. This is the doctrine of 
Rome, of the Oxford Tractators, and of high church- 
men, generally ; and I must confess, that I fcel alarm- 
ed, lest, having adopted their views aboqt the succes-. 
sion, you may be earried along with them, in their use$ 
and application of it to some of the essential dqctrines 
of ourfaith. 

What you say about confinnation, is even more 
equivQcal. If you raean to teach, that the Bishop'» 
imposition of hands, is nothing but the occasion, for ut- 
tering bis prayer to God* for the special benefit of the 
individual, that he may be endowed with the gifts and 
graces of the Spirit, I see notbing möre censürable ia 
it, than in the very touching and appropriate act of pa« 
rental kindnes^ when the father of a family, as is often 
done, Jays bis hand upon his children's heads, like Ja- 
cob, and prays God to "bless the lads." But you 
eyidently mean sometbing more by it ; for you conv 
pare, a Bishop' s laying of his hands on the heads of 
baptized persona, to the transaction of Peter and John, 
at Samaria, who tfaus conferred on the discipies, tbe 
gift of the Holy Spirit. Tbe Oxford and Popiah doc- 
trine is, tbat the Bishop's laying on of hands, or con- 
firmation, ig a sacramental rite, which, by some mys- 
terious process or influence, conveys the Holy Spirit— 
a doqtrine, I trust, you yr\\\ never adv^cate, for it is a 
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frttitful soorce, of supersthion and formality, and, I 
bave no doubt, to many, of fatal, soul-destroying delo- 
sion. Yet does your language favor it— which looks 
the more suspicious, because it is known. that confir- 
mation, is considered, by some in the Episcopal Church, 
a meansof grace and Divine appointment. mysterious- 
Jy efficacious in conferring the Spirit of God. Whene- 
ver your Bishops, by laying their hands on the heads 
of disciples, will do what Peter and John did, i. e., 
immediately and visibly confer the miraculous gifts of 
the Spirit, see Acts, viii, 14-20. Tken, but not tili 
then, will we give heed, to what is said about the Bish- 
op's hands being the conduit of the Holy Spirit. 

The third thing I notice, showlng the high church 
tendency of the views you entertain relative to tbe 
powers of the Christian ministry, is the power of abso- 
lation you claim for them. You say, " tbey are espe* 
cially to teil mcn, that it is only through this ministry, 
that pardon and acceptance with God, can be made 
known. Not that there is any power in the ministry, 
to forgive sin, but they who hold this office, äre the 
constituted agents, " to pronounce and deqlare to His 
people, being penitent, the absolution and remission of 
their sins." Without such a declaration on the part of 
the ministry, there is no tangible evidence of pardon. 
The repentiog sinne* who has conie to Christ by faitb, 
raay be accepted long before this act ; but this act is 
the tangible evidence, communicated through the em* 
bassadorg of Christ« If not, what is thö use of the mi- 
nistry ? They are the agents of Ohrist, and äs such, 
are to make known tbe terms of reconciliation and par- 
don to sinners ; and, on the supposüion that these terms 
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have been fulfilled, they are also to declare, that they 
Aave been pardoned and äccepted of Gqd. Such a 
vi^ew of this subject, places the ministry wherc Christ 
placed it, and holds out to repenting sinners, thc strong 
encouragement to corne to the ministry of Jesus, not 
Os a mere hireling, employed to perform certain speci- 
fied duties, but as His agent, aüthorized to teil him, his 
sins are forgiven. How holy the office ! ,? 

How very near these views, approximate to, yea how 
identical they are with, the high Church doctrines of 
Bishops Hqbart and Ravenscroft, must be obvious to 
every one that Will compare therri. Dr. Hobart says, 
" When the gospel is proclaimed, communion with the 
Church by participation of its ordinances, at the hands 
of a duly aüthorized priesthood, is the indispensable 
condition of VALVATION."* Dr. Ravenscroft says. 
that the " Church, the ministry, and the sacraments, 
are as distinctly and truly appointments of God, for the 
salvation of sinners, as the faith of the gospel, and that 
it is only, as these are united in the profession of reli- 
gion, can the hope, thereby given to aman, be worthy 
of the name of assurance." He considered " the grace 
and mercy of the gospel as matters of $trict covenant 
stipulation; as bound up with the authority to dispense 
them; as inseparable from that authority; and only by 
virtüe op that authority (with revereoce be it spo- 
ken,) pledging the glorious source of all mercy and 
grace to his creatures."f No wonder that he boldly 
proclaimed and taught, that the ministers of Christ, fett- 
dowed with this authority, were the embsssadars seat 

* Coropftniao for the altar, p- 902. 

t Doctrines of tfeeCburcb viadicated, pp. 3JL-S. 
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forth " to negotiate the sinner 1 s pardon /" Not that yqu, 
with such notions, should as boldly say, " it is only 
through this ministry, (you mean your Episcopally or- 
dained ministry» and can mean none eise,) that pardon 
and acceptance with God can be made known." 

Had I not iearned the excessi ve looseness with which 
you express yourself, I should have been disposed to re- 
buke, with the utmostseverity, the utterance of such a 
sentiment, soperfectly at variancewith the scriptüresof 
truth, theprovidence öfGod, and theexperience of hun- 
dreds and thousands of redeemed sinners both qn earth 
and in Heaven. Your language limits the Operations 
of God's gracious spirit, and thesalvationof sinners, to 
an Episcopally o/dained ministry. Had you included 
the ministry of all other denominations* Episeopal or 
not, your assertion would not even then have been true, i 
either doctrinally or historically. When the poor per- 
secuted and afflicted church of Jerusalem were drivea 
from their homes, like bleating sheep before the roar- 
ing Hon, Jby Saul of Tarsus, ".breathing out threalenings - 
and slaughtqr against the disciples of the Lord," who 
" made havoc of^the church, entcring into every house, 
and haling mcn and women, committcd them to pris- 
on, ?, -the historian Lul^e teils us, therefore, " they that 
were scattered abroad went every where preaching the 
word" Acts, viii, 3. I 

They feit— as we Presbyterians insist that all our , 

mcmbers should feel, wherever they may go — and as | 
you should teach yours— that it was their privifege tp 
teil of the Saviour they had found, and to make known i 

to the lost and impenitent, what they know to be true 
by their own experience, the way of " pardon and ac- 
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ceptance with God," through the peace-speaking blood 
of Jesus Christ, received and applied by faith. To seal 
their mouths, as you would, and to claim this privilege 
exclusively for ihe ministry, and still worse, for an 
Episcopally ordained ministry, is monstrous. Alas for 
poor perishing souls ! alas for a ruined world ! if none 
but the priests* Ups can make known pardon and accep- 
tance with God! 

I have met with cases, and can refer you, by name, 
to persons and places, where a pobr awakened sinner 
applied to an Episcopally ordained priest, to knöw the 
way öf salvation, and he could not teil him, but rallied 
the inquirer for his low spirits, and directed him to mix 
more in cheerful compaüy. It is true it was somß Rve 
and twenty years ago, since which I rejoice that Evan- 
gelical religion has been so greatly and extensively re- 
vived in your churches, as well as in our own, that I 
should not apprehend the like ignorance now in any of 
your clergy. But, you are certainly aware, that in the 
English Church, during one period of its history, and 
to a considerable extent, a portion of that very minis- 
try,* who you say, are the only medium through which 
pardon and acceptance with God can be made known, 
were the very last beings to apply to for information 
on the subject, knowingno more about it than Nicode- 
mus, and being utterly devoid of his serious and inqui- 
ring spirit. 

The poet's description is exact: 

" Looae in morals, and in manners vain, 
In eonversatiön frivoloas, in dress 
Extreme, at oiice rapacious and profuse ; 
Frequent in park with lady at hia side, 

* See Rowland Hill's village dialogues. 

25 
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Ambliog and pratüing acandal as be 

Bat rar» at bome, and never at bis books, 

Or wllb bis pco, aave wben he «crawls a caxd ; 

Constant at routa, familiär with a round 

Of ladysbips, a Btranger to tbe poor j 

Ambiüoua of preferment for its gold, 

And, well prcpared by ignorancc and sloth 

To make God'a work a sinecure ♦, a slave 

To bis own pleaoures and bis palrons pride ; 

From such Apostlca, O ye tnitred heads 

Premve the cliureb 1 und lay nat careles»« band? 

Oa skulls tbat cannot teacb aad will not Icarn." 

You make no distinction, between the authoritative 
proclamation, and offer, of thegospeJ, by the mi nister of 
Jesus Christ, and the natural right, and blessed privi- 
lege of every redeemed sinner, as a witoess for Jesus 
Christ, to testi fy, from his or her own experience, that 
He hath power on earth to forgive sin, and to teil the 
wretched guilty and perishing, bow it can be had, by re- 
pentance toward God and faith in our Lord Jesus 
Christ. But so tenacious are you of your dignity as 
the Attorney of Heaven, that you hesitate not to pro- 
nounce it all uncertain and worthless, that private 
Christians may say — "it is only through this ministry that 
pardon and acceptance with God can be made inown. 

There were certain forms of leprosy under the Jew- 
ish law, before the eure of which could be pronounced 
genuine, that required the inspectron of the priest 
You have, in fact, assumed the same rights and func- 
tions as pertaining to your priests, in reference to the 
moral leprosy of the sou!,Jso that no ppor sin-sicfe*crea- 
ture, that has found pardon through the blood of Jesus, 
must presume to say, that he knows any thfng at all 
about it, or can have any evidence of his pardon and 
acceptance, unless, and until, he consult the priest, and 
reeeives his. ghostly sentence of äbsolution ! ! All the 
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inward witnessing of the Spirit of God, given as the 
spirit of adoption, eiiabling him tö cry Abba Father — 
all ihe sealing and earnest of that Spirit, given to them 
that belle ve, are of no account. It i's presumptous in a 
poor pardoned sinner, to think he knows any thing 
about it; — he can have " no tangible evidence of par- 
don," tili hö passes under the priest's hands for inspee- 
tionl I scarcely know how to express my feelings of 
shame and mortification, that a Bishop of the United 
States of America, in this 19th Century, should arro- 
gate such powers to himself and his priests, and express 
sentiments, in my opinion, so utterly derogatory of 
the blessed and gracious work of the Spirit of God, 
." who witnesseth with our spirits that we are the chil- 
dren of God." Do you not see the dreadful and dan- 
geröus tendency of such high chureh notions 1 

By your lofty claims for the Apostles' successors, 
" Episcopal Bishops," you not only usurp the rights 
and powers of the ministry of Christ, whom He has 
forbidden to call any man Master, (Lord,) Father, or 
to aspire, the one to be greater than the other — you not 
onfy exclude from the fold of Christ, and from His cove- 
nanted mercy — from a name and place in His Chureh, 
all who belong not to Episcopal Churches — you not only 
rob the whoie family of Christ's people here on earth, 
of the blessed privilege of making known to sinners 
the riches of God's grace in his kindness to them, 
through Jesus Christ, and seal their lips in uttersilence 
as to the way of a sinner's pardon and aeeeptance with 
God ; but actually wrest from the hands of the Holy 
Spirit of God, the grand distinetive and peeuiiar work 
of His Office, require thepenitent sinner to pass under 
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tbe priest's hands for inspection as the constituted 
agent, " to pronounce and declare to his people being 
penitent, the absolutio!) and remissionof their sins," and 
say, " without such a declaration on the part of the 
ministry, there is no tangible evidence of pardon" !!! 
If I thought you realiy believed, and advocated such a 
sentiment, I should be filled with the most painful fears 
in relation to you; but I hope much from ihe very 
vague, loose and inconsistent way in which you bave 
expressed yourself, and that you actually did not mean 
to convey the ideas which your words express. 

Excuse me, for I feel deeply serious and solicitous 
on this point, if I direct you, for a moment, to tbe in- 
C0u»isi6iiöies into which you have beeh betrayed. You 
admit that " the repenting sinner, who has came to 
Christ by faith, may be accepted long before this act" 
Of course he is a pardoned sinner, but according to 
your views, he can have no valid satisfactory evidence 
whatever, of the fact. Do you not see, that you thus 
set aside, all the evidence of consciousness, by which 
the penitent believing sinner, knows, when he exerci- 
ses faith, repentance, love, and other Christian graces — 
of whose verity, consciousness may give as decisive 
evidence, as it can of any other class.of our exercises» 
emotions, affections, preferences, purpo$es, and actionst 
Do you not also see. that while your assertion is, in 
this respect, directly at war with Christian experience, 
it absolutely denies the agency of the Spirit, as ever 
exerted, in any other way, than in concurrence with 
the priests' absolution or declaration r of forgivenesst 

What you mean by " tangibk evidence," I confess, I 
cannot well copaprehend ; but, as that only is tangible, 
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trhieh is substanlial and real, so I suppose, that by tan~ 
gible cvidence, you meist mean that which is substantkt 
and essential. Now, tf this be your meaning — and if 
not, your words have no rational meaning at all-— you 
do most unequivocaHy exalt the evidence of pardon 
given by the pries tVabsolution, above human conseious- 
Hess, and tbe Spirit's wi tnessing with our spirit, Faith 
can bring with it no assurance ; tove oan furnish no 
evidence ; the Spirit cannot comfort the penitent am} 
pardoned sinner ; and all for want of a priest to pro- 
noance absolutton i ) Verily this is exalting the priest^ 
6ood at a fearful rate! The foundations of such a lofty 
edtfiee, should be weit laid ; bot they are uncertain 
and unstable as the sand. 

You say of the niinistry, "they are the agönts of 
Christ, and as «ach, are to make known the terms of re- 
cosciliatiop and pardon to sinners ; and on tke suppo- 
süion that tbese terms have been fulfitted, they are 
also to declare, that they have beeil pardoned and ac- 
eepted of God." These Statements, I admit, are just 
and true ; bat if you regard them as identical, or at 
all aeeordant with those you have made abotrt the pow- 
er of absohition, granted to the ministry, above refer- 
red to, I fear, that every effort to enlighten, either 
yourself, or thöse of your readers who will nof, or can- 
not discriminate, will be uttefly uselesä. They are as 
different as black and white, night and day, and beär 
no poiats of resembhince. Yet it seems, that yoü have 
not suspected anv difference, for you say, that " such a 
view of the subjeetf * — I presume, as the connection 
would intimate, that you refer to the view given in the 

qaotation contained in the comtxiencement of this para- 
25* 
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graph — "not only place« the mini st ry, whare Christ 
placed it, but encourages penitent sinners to come to 
the ministry of Jesus — ab ms aoent authorizbd to 

TBLL BIM HI8 SINS. ARE FORGIVEN." 

Bishop Ravenscroft used similar laoguage, whicb led 
Dr. Rice to express the lamentation I repeat over you, 
if really your " view of this subject," extendcd anyfur- 
ther than to the authority of ministers " to mafce known 
the terms of reconciliation and pardoa to staaers," and 
attributes to them the power of absolutio«. " It sbaJJ 
be for a lamentation that ministers ofreligion, in this 
enlightened age, are running back iato the darkness of 
the 12th Century; and tbat any of oür countrymen 
allow prejudice so to sway their roinds, that they admit 
the claims of men, who set up to be accredüed agents 
of Heaoen and Substitutes of Jesus Christ* 7 '* 
. I know nothing more pertinent, in reply to such 
views, than Bishop Ravenscroft'a own interrogatories» 
by which he thought to convict us Presbyterians, of a 
blind credulity, in cooöding in the ministrations of mi- 
nisters who had not b$en Episcopaily ordaiged. "Whai 
Presby terian, or other dissenter, (the arrogance of bis 
use of ihis title, in these United States, where we know 
no established religion, is insuflerahle,) wHl risk the 
purchase of property from a distant owner* by power 
of attorney, upon Ihemere asser tion of tbe agent, that 
fco is empowered to convey the title ? Know you of 
any who wogld not require to see the power of attor- 
ney — that it was. in due form of law, and such as wouW 
bear the principal, before he paid the price, or evea 
became bound for it?t And know you not of thou- 
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sands, who bargaki for the rieh inheritänee of the goö- 
pel for themseJves and their famittes, without tbe 
slightest security, boyond the mere say so of the agent?" 
It is true; but Presby terians love to examine into such 
matters, and will not take the assertion of any Bishop 
or priest, that they are the high dignitaries of Heaven, 
seiH forth to negotiate the stnner's pardon, or authori- 
tativelyto declare the foct that he hos beert pardoned: 
Dr. Rice has well said, u since the Bishop puts the 
matter on this g round, we demand that HE shows us 
HIS po web op attorney, duly autheiiticated"* 

I shall probably be told by you. that this doctrine of 
absotution, is a doctrine of your Church, and that your 
Liturgy, under the head of "the ordering of priests," 
contains a form of prayer to be said by the Bishop, in 
which it is distinctly recognized. With us, however, and 
with ail others who foliow not the tfaditions of men, 
this is of no authority. The morning and evening ser- 
vicoare but the reformation of the Romish missals of 
Sarum, York, Hereford,' Bangor, and Lincoln, from 
which, in the days of Edward VI; that now in use 
in your Churches, with some Kttle nlteration since, was 
formed. In that, there was no confession nor absolu- 
tion. The reformation in the offices of the Church, 
proeeeded graduaily. The liberty allowed in the Ro- 
mish churches, was not allowed in the English, on this 
subjeet, and the " reformers split upon this rock, sacri- 
ficing the peace of the church to a mistaken necessity 
of an exaet uniformity af doctrine and worship, in 
which it was impössible for all men to agree/'t 

The remnants of Popery are to be traced, in fivt 

* Review of Btebop Havenacroft»« Vindkatioq, p. 9$. 

t NeeTi Hiit. of ibe PurUena, v. I, pp. ÄHTT. . 
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particalara, in the book of common präyer, asusedby 
the English Chureh, viz ; Baptistaal regeneration— Hä 
real presence in the mystery or sacrament of tbe 
Lord's Sapper— penaace—reslpect for dead Saint», in 
ofBces appropriate to tbeir days — and absolution. The 
great bulk ofthe people could not be so easiiy weaned 
from the Roman Catholic rites, notions, and predilec- 
tions, and therefore, although the Liturgy wasrmpro- 
ved in the days of Edward, it again, after the triumph 
of Popery under Mary, and the restoration of Protes- 
tantism, under Elizabeth, underwent some otoanges, but 
came not up to the Standard of Edward. 

I rejoiee, that in these United States, the Liturgy in 
a variety of particulars, has undergone a deerded refor- 
matton; and I have especially beengratified in-thiniing, 
that while that reformation has not been carried tothe 
estent which it might be, ahd it is to be hoped wiH'be, 
yet certain parts of it, savoring mosf of Romani*rn, had 
fallen into a State of desuetude, and virtually becovat 
obsolete. Of this deseription I had considered thaipart 
of the Liturgy already referred to, whreh recognizes 
the power of the Priest to pronoance absolation. The 
reference made to this subjeet, in the tnorning servicc, 
imraediately after the confession^ is essen t ially diffe** 
en^ ffom that io the serviceför theordering of Priest«. 
The forrner is but a recognition of the authority ofthe 
Priest, to declare the terms of reconciliation and pardoo, 
and autboritatively to proclaim the forgiveness of s* D > 
yrith a prayer that the penitence then professed, may 
be such as shall please God — a very drfferent afiw* 
frört what your ianguage teaches. 

Knowing these (hings, I had always believed thW 
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the Episcopal Church of these United States, was as 
truly protestant in this pariicular, as any other deno- 
minalion of Christians, and was therefore greatly sur- 
prised, and even confounded, in meeling thc sentiments 
in your discourse, which Ifeel bound, sev^rely to rep- 
rimand. 

And lest you may say, that Ihave with too great H- 
berty, and erroneously, judged about the State of feel- 
ing and sentiment in a church, of which I am not. a 
member, J quote the language contained in the Episco- 
pal Recorder of January 27, 1841, under the caption 
of "English and American Liturgy," setting forth ex- 
actly the state of feeling and sentiment in your chur- 
eheaon this subjeet, which I had supposed to exist. "We 
have obliterated from our Services, with one single ex- 
ception, all traces of that power fokmerly assumed by 
the clergy, and derived from the Romish church, of 
granting to mankind absolutioa from their sins, and re- 
served this formidable prerogative for God alone, who 
can execute it in righteousness and equity. For the 
ad van tage of the members of our communion, and as 
a warning to guard them against the entrance of abusc 
from this quarter, it may be advisablc, distinctly to ad- 
vert to the exception, which I have juat mentioned. 
In the Ordination of Priests, as the formula now Stands, 
when the Bishops and Presbyters lay their hands upon 
thc candidate, one of the form of words the Bishop is 
permüted to use r is this: " Receive the Holy Ghost 

FOR THE OFFICE AND WORK OF A PRIEST IN THE ChüRCH 
OF GOD, NOW COMMITTED UNTO THEE BY THE JMPOSI- 
TJON OF OUR HANDS ; WHOSE SINS THOÜ DOST FOR Gl VE, 
THEY ARE FORGIVEN ; AND WHOSE SINS TUOU DOST RE- 
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tain, they ake r etain ED." This is, to all intents and 
porposes, to aliow the Priesthood the power of a ple- 
narv remission of sins, in direct contradiction to the doc* 
trine maintained by Protestants, at the time of the re- 
fo rmation. It is believed that no Bishop in our coun- 
try ever ventured upon the u$e of these words, anÜ we 
are confident that few or none of that order among us. 
could conscientiously adopt it, always preferring the 
other form of words, which is also provided for the oc- 
casion, and liable to no objeetion. Woutd it not be 
wise, however, in our general Convention, entirely to 
expunge these words, and thus to close the door against 
the corruption of the church at all future periods ? Ho- 
man nature, in ali ages, is but too prane to degeneraey 
and superstition, and tho history of christianity sol- 
emnly admonishes usof the necessity of incessant vigi- 
lance against their stealthy invasions." 

To agreat exten t at times, this same State of feeJing 
and sentiopent prevailed too in the English church. 
Bishop Burnet, in his 70th year, in his soletnn address to 
the world, when about to depart, holds the following 
language, directly in proof, that. there was a portionof 
the English Church, that could not. approve of the re- 
lica of popery, still föuod in the Liturgy. Speakingof 
low church men, he says, " they know of no power 
in a Priest to pardon sin, other than the declabing/ä« 
gospel pardon, upon the condiüons upon which it is of* 
fered." Rejecting this and other tenets of popery no- 
ticed by him,he adds ; "they look qn all these notions 
as a stop toward popery, though they do not condude 
that all., t hose who have made ,them, designed that, by 
godoing."* v 

♦Fest and Pre&cm, p. 44, 4th ed. 1821, London. 
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Such is the voice bf the entire Protestant Church of 
God. It is part and parcel of their testimony against 
Popery. How perfectly preposterous and absurd, 
therefore, is it to attempt to confirm yoirr posilions, on 
this subject,. by an.appeal to the Confession of faith, of 
the Presbyterian Church — that of the Westminster Di- 
vines, as. modtfied and adopted in thisrcountry 1 It 
lends ils support to no such doctrine. Under the head 
"of Church* censürbs,"* speaking of " Church offi- 
cers," that is, according to the Presbyterian system of 
government, ruling. eiders, as well as preaching pres- 
byters, and minister*, of the Gospel, it says, " To these 
officers, the keys of the kingdom are committed, by 
virtue whereof, they have power respeclively to retain 
and remit swis," what is meant by these expressions* is 
immediately after explained. The reference is to 
Church censuresy to the disciplme and gpvernment of 
the Church, and not to any authoritative declaration 
of forgiveness or absolution, by the ministry of the 
Gospel. It is added, as the explanation — " to shut 
that kingdom against the impenitent f both by ~word and 
censures." Here the meaning is piain, that both by 
the preaching of the Gospel, and by the administratioa 
of discipli ne, the officers öf the Church — the session— * 
are authorized to exclude impenitent persons irom its 
communion,. to shut the. door againsr them, they re- 
taining their impenitence and thus being retained in 
their sins, and so judged Jt>y this judicatory, It is fur- 
ther added — " and. to open it unto penitent sinners, by 
the ministry of the Gospel, and by absolutioa from cen- 
sures, as occasions may require." Should you refer 

* Cbaptcr xxx, section ft. 
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to this passage, and stop at the word absolution, or af« 
ter the first clause without the explanatory clause that 
follows, or quote it without referring to the conneo 
tion, and to the subject of Church censures, which is the 
subjcct of the entire chapter, you might indeed lead 
the Ignorant and unthinking to believe, that the Pres- 
byterian Church taught your doctrine of absolution ; 
but no one, capable of understanding the meaning of 
words, and taking them in their proper relation, could 
ever extract, from this section, the doctrine which you 
teach, of the power of Christ's mi nisters, " as His 
agentSf authorized to teil him, (the repenting sinner,) 

HIS SINS ARE FORGIVEN*." 

It is opening the door of admission to the Church, 
of which the confession, in the words above quoted, 
speaks. That, it says, the offieers of the Church may 
do, in two ways, according as the occasions require. 
One way is u by the ministry of the Gospel." It is 
through the preaching of the word, that men are 
brought to believe, to repent, and thus to become, 
members of Christ r s invisible Church, and qualifiedaod 
erttitled to admission into his visible Church. This is 
the way appropriate to those that had never belonged 
to the Church — one of the occasions contemplated. 
The other is the restoration to the Church, of such as 
had once belonged to it, but had been excluded from 
it for their sins. This is to be done <: by absolutio** 
from censures." Upon the profession of repent ance, 
and the exhibition of credible evidence of their faith, 
&c, they, who had been lying under censure of Sus- 
pension, or excommunicatiön, are to be restored " by 
absolution from censure/ 7 Where is there any thiog, 



301 

in all this, iike the absolution for which you plead? 
The two subjects are just as different, as are, church 
Organization, and Christian experience. 

I should not have thought, for one moment, of intro- 
ducing these remärks, had I not learned, that you have 
attempted to support your doctrine by this part of our 
Confession. But it will flot help you, any more than 
the Bible. Nothing will relieve you from the incon- 
sistency into which yoü are betrayed, by leaching, in 
one breath, that absolution is to be pronounced by the 
priest, on those that are penitent — of course on those 
who unfold their own thoughts, feelings, and evidences 
of gracious character, which are matters of their own 
consciousness, and to be determined, First, through the 
exercise of their own judgment about themselves, for 
neither you, nor your priests, will pretend to judge the 
heart — and in the next breath, of saying, that no man 
can have any tangible evidence of pardon, without this 
act or declaration of the embassador of Christ. Thus you 
do, in effect, at one moment, mäke the penitent sinner's 
judgment of himself — unfolded in the report of his or 
her personal experience; — the rule and foundation of the 
priest's judgment, the very hinge or condition on which 
he pronounces absolution, and at the next moment, you 
deny to the poor being, all right of judgment, all tangi- 
ble evidence whatever, of his pardon and acceptance 
with God, tili the priest has given his judgment. You 
do, in reality, exalt, aslhave said, the priest's judg- 
ment, who cannot search the heart, above that of the 
penitent sinner, who has his or her own consciousness 
to guide, and above the Spirit of God, who knoweth 
what iß in man, and " beareth witness with ourspirits, 
26 
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that wo are tbe children of God !" Verily, these tbings 
are too ridiculous to deserve serious attention. I defy 
you to produce the slightest sbade of proof from the 
word of God, that the minister of Jesus Christ is " His 

AGENT, AUTHORIZED TO TELL (f HE PENITENT SINNER,) 
HIS SIN» ARU FORGIVKN." 

The fourth and last tendency of yoar high church 
views of tbe powers of the rninistry, that I notice, is 
the jealousy which they produce, in relation to "all 
those voluntary societies, formed for benevolent por- 
poses." "Few," you say, 4i have moral courage to 
keep aloof, and lo follow the planp, which Christ ha» 
given, for the reformation of man. They let go the 
Gospel, and depend upon human efforts, to dry up tke 
desolating streams of vice." This has been understood, 
and I presume you meant it to apply, especially to tem- 
perance societies ; for you are understood to be friend- 
ly to the Bible society, and have been for several years, 
the President of our State Bible society. Whatever 
may have been your meanmg, in charging the young 
deacons T and the priest whom you ordained, whileyou 
do not " ask (them) to oppose the efforts of men, to 
put down any vice," you say, "God forbidl I would 
rather teil you tobid them God speed ;" yet, neverthe- 
less, you admonish them, " to remember that (they) 
are always to be ministers of Christ — tbat he has insti- 
tuted a great society, into which he invites all of human 
kind — the Church — that the means, which he has re- 
vealed, to promote their reformatio*], not only of the 
outer, but the inner man, and fit them for becoming 
worthy members of this Church, isHis Gospel." 
AU this is well enough ; but said where it was, and 



303 

under the circumstances, relating to the temperance 
effort in this city, ithas been understood, I will notsa,v 
wbether justly or unjustly, to have a direct reference 
to the total abstinence from all intoxicating drinks, 
wbich, for the last year, has been sought to be promo- 
ted by means of the adoption of a pledge to that effect, 
and.of ihe formation of temperance societies on that 
ground. It certainly is capabie of bei ng so understood 
and applied, and the lovers of " good wines," who can 
find a Bishop or a priest to drrnk a glass with thcm, in 
the social party, may plead the indirect influence of 
your remarks, in favor o^ their Itberty, and against 
u the rabid ultraists," and boast, these a^e the ministers 
for us. 

I would not, dfl any account, do you injustice, or in- 
sinuate that you would throw any obstacle in the way 
of the temperance reform, or, that you would even wish 
to claim for yourself an indulgence, the sacrifice of- 
which, on your part, might exert a favorable influence, 
and conduce to the advancement of the cause of tem- 
perance. But thisl must say. that the direct and prac- 
tical bearing, of youradvice to the ordained priest and 
deacons, is a matter of very deep regret, to myself, 
and to all who are anxious to see this entire Communi- 
ty discard forever, from among them, as a beverage, 
all intoxicating liquors. "I would advise you," you 
say, " as you desire success in winning souls to Christ, 
and value your future peace and influence among men, 
to keep aloof from every voluntary society" Your ad- 
vice to them, against opposing any benevolent effort, 
and about being aiways ministers of Christ, &c, can 
never counteract the influence, and effect of this un- 
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qualified recommendation. If it is not right for yoor 
priests and deacons to co-operate wilh temperance so- 
oieties, because they may " become secularized, and 
oftcn excited," by so doing, the membcrs of your 
churches, may plead ihe same reason,.for their refusal 
to co-operate ; and if your clergy, and members, will 
countenance the use of any intoxicating liquor r as a be- 
verage, the evident, inevilable tendency of such a 
course, will be to make your churches the sanctuary 
for the lovers of wine and strong drink, their "ark o[ 
safely," where they may " seek for some resting place 
where they can escape such agitations," Novv, such a 
result I do greatiy deprecate. I earnestly desire to 
see the whole uniteJ influenae of the Episcopal church, 
firmly and efficiently embodied, and -exerted, for the 
advancement of the cause of temperance, on the basis 
of total abstinencc from all intoxicating drinks — a basis 
so signally honored and blessed of God, for the wetfare 
and salvation of hundreds and thousands of our fellow 
men, for the rescue of their families from want, de- 
gradalion, and wretchedness, and for their restoration 
to happiness, honor and prosperity. 

I deeply lament t that your high Church vie ws, should 
influence you t to advise your clergy, to stand äloof from 
this effbrt. If there is any tbing imprudent, and not as 
might be desired, by all whose views of order and pro- 
priety may be more exact, connected with temperance 
movements— of which certainly there has been nothiög 
of late here— there is the more need, whv the conser- 
vative influence of the frieods of order and sobriety, 
should be feit, in guarding it, and in givinga right <fi- 
rection to the effort* 
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Thg spirit of seclusion, and the practica of stand- 
ing aloof, or of avojding, as you say, ihe voluntary 
movement« for the reformation of society, cannot fail 
to engender, in my opinioo, evils exceedingly mis- 
chievous. It seems to me, to be the very spirit of Ju- 
daism, which would suffer the world to go on, in its 
corruptions, and care not to have any intercoürse with 
it at all, for any olher purposc than secular guin, or to 
make proselytes. To be consiatent, it must be carried 
out; and all the social intercoürse of life, all the kind 
cbarities of good neighborhood, all co- Operation, in the 
civil governmeat, and for purposea of education, or of 
social or literary improvement, must be avoided, be- 
cause it is not, exclusively, in the Church, or the wort 
of the Church. You must withdraw too, from the Bi- 
tte society, just as recently did the Bishop of Salisbury, 
England, and for the very-same reasons; "because," 
aa he Rays, " the Independent, the Baptist, the Quaker, 
the Socinian assemble on the platform, by the aide of 
the members of the Church," &c— meetinga are held 
in parishea, which the elergy would not wish — church- 
raen mingle with dissentera — and proceedings taka 
place, which " tead lo lower the influenae of the cler- 
gynum with Ms parishioners ;" and because, "the un- 
Hmiled license of private judgment, both in point of 
faith and discipline, which it is Ihe effect of the ayatem 
of the society (the voluntary society) to foatcr, are, as 
much at variancc with the spirit of the Church, as they 
are agreeable to the viewa of some of the bodies that 
have separated from her."* 

Here we have it, distinctly and clearly avo 

• See ihe Cbuiebmsn, paUlshed Hl Na« York, April 30, 1842. 
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thing and every thing must give way — all pubKc mter- 
ests nnd social advantages must be sacrificcd, and noth- 
ing must be countenanced by Episcopal elergymen, 
which does not form part and parcel of thö Church — 
the Episcopal Church. Church pecufiarUies are mag- 
nified, and exaltcd above every thing eise. Drtrakards 
Uiay reel along the streets, families may pine in penary 
and want, orphans may starve and perish, yea the ine- 
briate may find their way into the Church, and stagger 
to the very communion table, but unless the Church 
rouses herseif to act, no matter what mav be the demand 
for, and what the glorious success of, voluntary asso- 
ciations, for the reformation, and advancement of the 
genera! interests of the Community — moral, pbysical, 
social, intellectual, your clergy, to act consistently with 
your ad vice, must "keep alocpprom every voi*un- 
tabv society." I ask if this is Kfee the Spirit of Jesus 
Christ? if this is aecordant with Ms example and pre- 
cepts. 

You may plead the opinions of your Bishops and 
Conventions, and refer to the lectures öf Bishöp Hop- 
kins,* for an exposition of your views and principles; 
but I feel impelied to dsclare, that so far from lempe- 
rance ov voluntary societies. forpurposes of reformation 
and beoevolence, being founded on worldly prineiples, 
opposed to lhe word of God, ancHending to give a tri- 
umph to infidelity, as he affirms, they are but the work» 
ing out of the principles of the gtfspei, as it secures 
an host of ineidenta! advantages to men and society, 
even yvhere it does not take effect in the renovation of 

tÄ hU Prin,UiVC ChUfCh C ° m?ared with the P «>^tant Epi^pal Cburch, p P . 
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the heart r tmdin the salvatron of the soul. And in 
pressing this opinion on your attention, I am happy to 
avail myself, of the sentiments of a dignitary of ihe 
Episcopal Ghurch, Arch-deacon Jeffreys, who answers 
triumphantly, your insinuated, and Bishop Hopkins* 
avowed, objeclions against tempenmce and other vol- 
untary soeieties, viz: tbat they are of human device: 

After deseribing the drunken condirion of England 
and Now South Wales, be says, " In this deplorable 
condition of our country, the merciful grnce of God has 
suggested the only remedy, tbat bas ever prevailed to 
gtop the -desolat ing scourge; and professors of the gos« 
pel, instead of rushinglo the battleof the Lord, — theür 
bosoras warmed with the love of Christ-— havemana- 
ged, to set up tbe gospel as an cnemy to the great deli- 
veraace, tbat the Lord is now working amongst us I 
O monstrous delusion 1 delirium ! ! insanitv H ! In the 
next age it will not be believed ; and the bistorian who 
sball attempt to relato it, will himself be suspeeted of 
having "dipped his wings in wine ! " Madidis Qtrcß 
cantatSostratü« alis«" For surely, such a view of 
the gospel as this, is a miserable delusion of tho under- 
standing, to say the least ; and the man who professes 
to admire the gospel, and the labours of seif denying 
love, which mark its character, while he can coldly 
look upon these very labors brought into action by 
temperance soeieties, must either be afflicted with a 
stränge darkness, and bewilderment of his understand- 
ing r upon the subjeet, or eise be extremely wicked. 
Temperance soeieties are, in fact, the effect &nd work- 
ing of the gospel. They are the very agency which, 
the genuine gospel is calculated to set at work — the 
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very 'talent' whtch w put into our hands, by the mer* 
cy of God, as adapted for this particular ead." 

" Who is to go into the dram-shops of our täties, 
and the innumerable beer »hops of our towns and vil- 
lages, and persuade the wretched inmates, to abandoD 
these hot-beds of crime and misery, and to frequent the 
house of God? The Church cannot do it, so long as 
she herseif uses the drunkard's drink. While she holds 
the intoxicating cup in her own band, the reeting drunk- 
ard will mock her to her face, and in answer to all her 
remonstrances, will sneeringly oflfer to 'drink her 
health,' and pledge her cup in his own. Stubborn facta 
have proved, that, so far from reclaiming the drunk- 
ards with such a gospe! as -/Ais, she cannot even keep 
the members she has got ; and, that, so long as the 
Church dallies with the bait, parlies with the tempter, 
and fosters the deceiver within her own bosom, die is 
far more likely, to lose her own members, by deset- 
tion to the ranks of the intemperate, than to bring over 
the intemperate to her fold." 

" We have been, hitherto, pleading the cause of the 
many millions, that never go near the house of God, 
and never hear the sound of the preacher's voice l Bat 
here are instances> in which the destroyer has entered 
into the very bosom of the Church, and carried away, 
both the sheep and the shcpherd, from the fold ! And 
will the objector still say, ' why not leave it to the gos- 
pel to eure intemperancef (the very spirit of your ad- 
vice to your clergy.) The Church cannot even keep 
her own, much less can she reclaim the drunkard, by 
such a gospel scheme as this." 

"Has any plan of Operation yet been proposed, 
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which, in its visible.effecis. is, at all, to be compared 
with the astonishingeffects, even now produced by the 
agency of temperance societies, though they are clog- 
ged, and hindered, in the good they might do, by the 
keeping back of those who ought to be their best and 
wärmest friends! But notwithstaoding this stränge, 
this unnatural hindrance, the tetotal socie.ty, where- 
ver it is ibund, has done immense good. It has per- 
suaded vast multitudes away from the haunts of in tem- 
perance, and drawn them to the house of God. Thus 
it is a powerful handmaid of the gospel. Christ does 
not usually extend His kingdom, in the presentday, by 
miracles, but by sending His blessing upon human In- 
struments and second causes. The man, therefore, 
who neglects to employ these for the eure of a nation- 
al evil, and even encourages other causes, (such as 
drinking fiery wines, port, sherry, madeira, cham- 
paign^ and in parties, and at table, in Company with 
those who are known to be occasionally inebriate, or 
under any circumstances, which may sanetion the use 
of intoxicating liquors as a beverage,) which have ma- 
nifestly a contrary tendency,.upon the plea that he 
will leave it to the grace of the gospel to eure it y in so 
doing, teaches antinomianism in its very worst and 
rankest form." 

11 He gives his countenance to those customs, which 
encourage others to continue in sin that grace may 
abound. He turns the grace of God into licentious- 
ness, and makes Christ the minister of sin. He inflicts 
a deeper and deadlier wound on christianity, under the 
guise of a friend, than her bitterest enemy can posst- 
bly do; for men judge of religion, by the conduet 
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of her friends, and not by the conduet of her enemies. 
Ho stabs the gospel to the heart, and then Substitutes 
a wretched invention of his own, which is no more 
likc the gospel, than the cold hearted selfishness of the 
world, is likc the seif denying love of Christ — no more 
like the gospel than a stone statue is like a living, 
breathing mao. ,,# 

I might notice other dangerous tendencies of. the 
high church notions, you advocate, but confine my- 
self, cntirely, to those, which develop themselves in 
your sermon. Every one of them, on which I have 
nnimadverted, in this letter, seem to me, to be frauglit 
wilh evil to the cause of Jesus Christ, and to the best 
interests of society. They are the legitimate fruit of 
principles, which I earnestly hope may never take 
root, and spread in the United States — the very spirit 
and essence of popery, I did not dream that you was 
tinetured with them, tili I read your sermon. I had 
always supposed you were adverse to such principles, 
and that you cared more for the glory of the Lord 
Jesus Christ in the immediate work of saving sinners, 
than for exahing theEpiscopal Church, and inculcating 
the spirit of Judaism, " Stand off, for I am holier than 
thou." 

I deplore the mischief which such sentiments are cal- 
culated to produce, and the ruin they are adapted to 
bring upon the souls of men. Only let men believe, 
that the church is the ark of safety, and be thoroughly 
brought under the influence of a sacramental religion, 
by which, in some mystic, mysterious manner, by 

* The rcJigi ous olijecüon to tetotalism by Arch-deacon Jeffreys, pp. 23, 37. 28, 
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forms and public duties, rites, and ceremonies, they are 
to possess the Spiiit of God, and I know no more fatal 
and deadly opiale, that can be administered to them. 
This is the religion the Oxford Tractators are attempt- 
ing to introduce, and to establish, in the Church of Eng- 
land. It is an importation from Rome, and sorry, in- 
deed, am I, that it should have found friends and patrons 
in our own country. Your zealous attachment to 
Episcopacy, and your exclusive notions of the church, 
have carried you far into it, and will, if not corrected, 
inevitably rank you among its advocates. I speak not 
rashly or unadvisedly. I have endeavored, to compare 
the features of your system, as they are set forth in 
your discoursc, with those of the high church men — the 
religion you so much laud, with the Oxfordism of the 
English divines, and I'am surprised at the resemblance. 
I do not say-in all icspects; but that it isdiscernible in 
so many. Lest I may be suspccted of erroneously 
judgingin the premises, I extract, from the notes which 
Mr. Smyth has appended to bis lectures on the Apos- 
tolic succession. the view which Bishop Meade, of Va.., 
has given of this system, in his sermon at the consecra- 
tion of Bishop Elliot, (Washington, 1841, app., eh. ix., 
p. 93.) Their belief, on this subjeet, (the sacerdotal 
office,) which, he says, they magnify beyond all bounds, 
seems to be contained in the following propositions : 

" Ist. That before Jesus Christ left the world He 
breathed His Holy Spirit into the Apostles, giving them 
the power of transmitting this precious gift, to others, 
by prayer, and the imposition of hands ; that the Apos- 
tles did sotransmit it to others, and they again to oth- 
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ers ; and that in this way, it has becn prescrved in the 
world to the present day. ' 

44 2d. That tfre gift thus transmitted, empowers its 
possessors: Ist, to admit into, and to exclude from, the 4 
mysterious communion, called, in scriptnre the king- \ 
dorn of hcaven, any one whom they may judge deserv- , 
ing of it y and this, with the assurance, that all whom j 
they edmit or cxcluie on earth, and externaily, are 
admitted or excluded in heaven, spiritually, in the sight 
of God and holy angels ; that it empowers tuen to 
bloss, and to intercede for those who are within His' 
kingdom, in a sense, in which no other man can bless ! 
or intercede : 2d, to make the euchaftstic bread and 
wine the^ body and blood of Christ, in the sense in j 
which our Lord made it so : 3d, toenable delegates to 
perform this great miracle, by ordaining them with im- 
position of hands."* u 

The most superficial reader cannot fail, to see how m 
closely and strikingly the views of the ministry you 
teach in your sermon, coincide with the above ; nor to 
discover, that the very same results, which Bishop 
Meade deduces from the Oxford System, flow legiti- 
mately from yours. "According to this vievv of the 
subject," in the language of thisEpiscopal divine, "to 
dispense with Episcopal Ordination is to be regarded, 
not as a breach of order merely, or a deviation from 
Apostolic precedent, butas a surrender of the Christian 
priesthood, a rejection of all the powers, which Christ 
jnstituted Episcopacy to perpetuate ; and the attempt 
to institute any other form of Ordination forit, or to 
seek communion with Christ, througk <my non-JEpis- 

•Smyth's Lectures on Apos. Suc, p. 407. j 
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copal associaüon^ is to be regarded not as schasm mere- 

ly 5 but AS AN IJfPOSSIBlLITY.* 

It is not diffioult to see, what must, of neeessity, be 
the tendency, and result, of such views of the ministry 
of the gospeL They raise a wall of partition, high as 
Heaven, around the Episcopal Church, and do naost 
efiectually prevent, all ministe rial and religious inter- 
course, with Christians of other denominations. I see 
their Operation, in the course which you pursue ; and 
want no clearer, or more decisive, evidence of their 
error, than the spirit of exclusiveness, which they en- 
gender, and which is so rife in your Churches. You 
doubtless think, that you are glorifying God, and will 
meethis approbation, by giving way to its dictates, and 
by refusing to recognize, the ministerial character, and 
office, of the preachers of righteousness in other de- 
nominations. But you, certainly, are not prepared to 
say, that your convictions on this subject, are prima 
fade evidence, of the correctness of this spirit of exclu- 
siveness, and will exonerate you from all guilt, in the 
sight of God, incurred, by casting out your brethren of 
other denominations from His Church. Peter verily 
thought himself to be actuated by a spirit, of which 
God would approve, when he ahrunk from all contact, 
with what he accounted common and unclean; but the 
Lord reproved his exclusiveness. 

You admit that the Lord may have true followgrs in 
other denominations. Hbw then, I ask, can you esrfape 
from the obligations of brotherhood, which bind you to 
them, and from the duties you owe your Master, in rela- 
tion to them that are the members of Hisown myetical 

*Idem. 
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body t He has said, that whoso offendeth one of ti&eee 
little ones, it were better a mill-stone were tied round 
his neck, and he cast into the sea. Have you never 
thought, that you, and the ministry of your church — 
who refuse ministerial intercourse with, and all recog- 
nition of, non-Episcopal denominations — are in great 
danger of meeting this rebuke 1 Where did He ever 
give you any right thus to contract yourself into your 
own church, and to treat all the world beside you, as 
hcathen men and publicans 1 ? How does He rebuke the . 
pride, the arrogance, the preposterousness of such a 
course of conduct, by the abundant proof He gives of 
His presence and blessing atnong Christians of other 
denominations ? And who are your " Episcopal Bish- 
ops," and Priests, and Deacons, that you cannot enter — 
and cordially commune and co-operate with those — 
among whom dwells the Spirit of God 1 Are you made 
of purer mould, of choicer metal \ too highly honored 
as the favorites of Heaven 1 too lofty in your dignified 
Church relationship ? to recognize a Presbyterian, Bap- 
tist, Methodist minister, as your brotherl or even the 
poor, wretched and ignoble common people of other 
denominations, except as the Jews did the Gentiles, to 
make proselytesf We are free to confess, that such 
treatment is painful to our sensibilities. But we have 
abundant consolation under it. The Lord has admon- 
ished us, not to be dismayed, nor to revenge such treat- 
ment. " Your brethren," says He, " that hated you, 
that cast you out for my name's sähe, said, Let the 
Lord be glorified, but He shall appear to your joy, 
and they shall be ashamed, ,, 
We will not reciprocate such treatipent. Instead of 
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magnifying our points of diflerence, and of Consulting 
our prejudices against your forms and government, we 
will rather look uport things in which we agree, andla- 
bor to advance the cause of our blessed Master, our 
common christianity, and the salvation of immortal 
souls. We would much rather decline to speak, and 
if possible, even to think, of things in which we differ, 
and occupy our hearts with those in which we agree. 
Instead of lauding our Church, and its forms — how- 
ever excellent we may think them, and strongly we 
are attached to them — and in our social intercourse, 
instead of interlarding our discourse with panegyrics 
on our religion, we would carefully avoid every thing 
that might excite envy, and jealousy, and tend to se- 
parate. Just as it would be most unseemly, and insuf- 
ferable, for a man to say that he loted all his nieigh- 
bors* families, and would not breathe a word against 
them, but ever and anon, in his intercourse with them, 
would be boasting of his own, proclaiming that no chil- 
dren were like his, no domestic economy, no interests, 
no social and family ties, like his, so do we esteem it, 
to be extolling our Presbyterian Organization, and there- 
fore carefully abstain from all boastful laudations of our 
own church, and attempts to proselyte to our peculiari- 
ties. 

We claim similar treatment in return. It is because 
we do not find it recipröcated ; but, on the contrary, 
are most ungraciously denied, a name, and a place, in 
God's house, that I have used my Christian liberty, and 
spoken, alike to your reason, and to your conscience. 
Believing that the church of God comprises all that truly 
love Jesus Christ, repent of all their sins, and obey His 
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commandg, irrespectively of their ecclesiastical relation 
or visible Cborch Organization, I have been iropelled to 
discharge, what I feel to be my duty to you, and beat 
ray testimooy against the dangeroui tendency of the 
doctrine and apirit you inoulcate. If you will magnüy 
your Episcopal office, I ghall prefer to exalt Jesus Christ, 
and search for His iroage where "there is neither Greek, 
nor Jew, circumcision nor uncircurocision, barbarian, 
Scythifui, bond nor free, but Christ is all in all." 

GEO. DÜFFIELD. 



ERRATA. 

Page 74. For «but a Bighop," in the 8tb and 9th lines from the top, read "a* 
Arch-bishop." 

91. Strike out " not havt," from the 12tb line. 

103. For " a historian," in the 15th and 16th Hnei, read " ak historiak." 

•• 112. For " Griebach," in the 3d and 4th lines, read " Griesbach." 

" 120. For " nor," in the 8th lin«, read " and." 

142. For " Whlüey," in 12th line, read " Whilby.'* 

144. For *' Aurtim," In «öd Hne, read H Austin." 

152. For " Thovhylact." in 8th line, read " Theopyhlaet. 

fc 191. For " Biphop," in 20th line, read " Bishop." 

*' 203. In 23d line, introduce " in" before " a«." 

236. For 496, in the 12th line, read 596. 
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